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The purpose of this study was to explore the connection between emotional 
expression in the child's family environment and children's social competence with peers 
at school. Previous research was extended in two ways: by direct observation and 
quantification of affective dimensions characterizing family expressiveness, and by 
extending prior laboratory-based work to the naturalistic environment. Fifty families of 
kindergarten girls and boys, varying by sociometric status, were videotaped in spontaneous 
dinnertable interactions. The parents completed questionnaires concerning emotional 
expressiveness of self and spouse, rating the frequency, intensity, and clarity of expressive 
behaviors. Videotapes were coded for frequency, intensity, clarity, and type of affect 
exchanged between parent-parent and parent-child dyads. Results indicated that family 
affective interactions previously observed in structured parent-child play interactions are 
generalizable to the unstructured home environment. Both parental expressiveness and 
observed parental affect were found to be meaningful predictors of children's sociometric 
ratings. Specific observed affect measurement validated the concept of positive 
expressiveness and clarified questions regarding negative expressiveness. The 
predictiveness of expressiveness ratings to children's social status and social competence 
with peers was improved by the addition of intensity and clarity ratings. Differences 
were found in parental sensitivity to negative expressiveness and in the effects of negative 
affect on boys and girls. The results of this study have implications for understanding 
the role of emotion as a mediator linking the child's family and peer systems, and for 
developing and implementing family-based interventions aimed at remediating children's 
social competence deficits and related problems. 
Dedicated with love to my parents, 
Kenneth M. and Oaire J. Boyum 
iv 
v 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would like to express my gratitude to the teachers and principals at Eastlawn 
Elementary School, Robeson Elementary School, South Side Elementary School, St. 
Joseph Grade School, and Wiley Elementary School for their assistance and cooperation 
with the sociometric screening portion of this study. I am also indebted to the children 
and parents who opened their homes to me to observe them in the fascinating process 
of being families. I was graciously welcomed by all of them and left not only with a 
wealth of empirical data but with a greater appreciation of the love and caring which 
connects children with their parents. 
I am certain that it would not have been possible to arrive at this point without 
the support of my classmates, Pam Fitzgerald, Anne Gilles-Thomas, Jacky Miles, and 
Collin van Uchelen. From the first day of graduate school in August, 1984, they have 
been there to encourage, commiserate, celebrate, and at times procrastinate, with me. 
All events, big and small, were made more memorable and more meaningful because 
they were there to share them. 
I am grateful to the many people who contributed to this dissertation. My 
research advisor, Ross Parke, has been a major influence on my thinking since my first 
seminar with him in 1985. His ability to communicate about child development on 
multiple levels is an inspiration. His ability to connect with each of his students on the 
personal level is a treasure. I am also appreciative of the members of Ross Parke's lab 
group, including Ginny Burks, Jim Carson, Karen Oark, Susan Dickstein, and Brian 
Neville, as well as Kathy Cain, Pat Smiley, and Gladys Williams. A better group of 
friends and colleagues could not be wished for. Numerous undergraduate students served 
as research assistants on this project. All were very helpful, reliable, responsible, and 
enthusiastic, and had many wonderful ideas which made this project better than it 
otherwise would have been. 
I would like to thank the members of my committee, Steve Asher, Carol Diener, 
vi 
Larry Hubert, and Sarah Mangelsdorf, as well as Fred Kanfer, who was on my 
preliminary committee. Steve graciously assumed the chairmanship of the committee 
upon Ross' move to California. He has been both encouraging and demanding - the 
perfect combination. Carol has been my academic advisor since my first semester in 
graduate school. She has helped me to grow both academically and personally 
throughout my years in the program. Larry's low-key discussions about the statistical 
analyses helped to keep my math anxiety at a tolerable level. Sarah kindly joined my 
committee at the eleventh hour. Her enthusiasm and her knowledge of parent-child 
interactions is gratefully appreciated. Fred has guided me in developing both my clinical 
and research skills. His intensity and focus have been both intimidating and inspiring, 
but always nurturing. 
I would like to acknowledge several other people from the University of Illinois 
who have influenced my development as a psychologist. Harold Hake spent uncountable 
office hours patiently explaining statistical procedures to an anxious first-year student. 
His gentle and humorous encouragement is remembered most fondly, as is his exhortation 
to, 'Think deep thoughts - preferably on the beach." I would like to thank Carol Dweck, 
who advised my master's research. The many hours we spent talking about motivation 
are manifested not only in my research, but in my approach to life. My clinical 
supervisor, Arnie Miller, must also be acknowledged here, as he gently but profoundly 
shaped the practitioner which balances out the scientist. Finally, I wish to acknowledge 
my great affection and appreciation for the late Ken Hill, who co-advised my master's 
research. I have thought of Ken so many times, particularly as I was writing the 
discussion section of this paper. His contribution to his students clearly was not limited 
to content but lives on in the process of thinking which he shared with us. A kinder and 
more supportive man cannot be imagined, and his passing is a great sorrow. 
I have also been nurtured and supported by many friends, including those at Grace 
Lutheran Church. Their faith in God and joy in music helped me to keep many things 
in perspective during my years in graduate school. It was through them that I met Dean 
Olson, fellow Minnesotan and best friend. His gifts of patience, humor, intelligence, and 
vii 
caring are more appreciated with every year. 
Finally, I wish to thank my parents, Kenneth and Oaire Boyum. and my sisters, 
Leslie Steubs and Kimberly Pinegar, for their love and encouragement. They believed 
I could do this even when I had my doubts. 
I. 
II. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
INTRODUCTION . 
Overview of the Current Study 
Review of the Literature . 
Parent-Child Play Interactions . 
Mediational Links Between Family 
and Peer Systems 
Toward the Development of an Observational Measure 
of Family Expressiveness 
Purpose of the Study 
Hypotheses 
METHOD 
Subjects 
Procedure 
Measures 
School-based measures 
Observational measures 
Questionnaire measures 
III. RESULTS 
Family Dinner as a Naturalistic Context for Observation 
Dependent Variables 
Correlational Analyses 
Expressiveness measures 
Expressiveness by child status 
Naturalistic observations of affect 
Regression Analyses 
Exploratory Analyses of Intensity and Clarity Ratings 
of Affect 
1 
2 
2 
3 
6 
14 
16 
17 
19 
19 
20 
21 
21 
22 
27 
31 
31 
33 
36 
36 
37 
53 
63 
74 
viii 
IV. DISCUSSION 
Data Interpretation . 
Family Emotional Expressiveness 
Observations of Specific Affect • • . . 
Generalizability Between Home and Lab Observations 
Limitations of the Present Study • 
Future Directions for Research 
REFERENCES 
APPENDIX A Permission Forms . 
APPENDIX B. Script of Sociometric Procedures . 
APPENDIX C. Affect Coding 
Measure 1. Polarity 
Measure 2. Definitions 
Measure 3. Intensity and Clarity 
APPENDIX D. Questionnaire Measures 
Measure 1. General Information Form 
Measure 2. Dinner Questionnaire 
Measure 3. Family Expressiveness Questionnaire 
CURRICULUM VITAE . 
79 
80 
82 
90 
93 
96 
99 
102 
111 
113 
117 
117 
118 
122 
123 
123 
124 
126 
132 
ix 
X 
UST OF TABLES 
Table 1. Correlations Between Teacher and Peer Sociometric Ratings. 34 
Table 2. Intercorrelations Among Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior. 35 
Table 3. Intercorrelations Between FEQ and SFEQ Expressiveness Rating. 38 
Table 4. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (FEO/self-report) 
and Sociometric Rating 39 
Table 5. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (SFEO/spouse-report) 
and Sociometric Rating 40 
Table 6. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (FEO/self-report) 
and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 44 
Table 7. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (SFEO/spouse-report) 
and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 45 
Table 8. Correlations Between Intensity of Parent Expressiveness 
{FE0-1/self-report) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior. 47 
Table 9. Correlations Between Inteusity of Parent Expressiveness 
(SFEO/spouse-report) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior. 48 
Table 10. Correlations Between Clarity of Parent Expressiveness 
(FEO-C/self-rating) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior. 50 
Table 11. Correlations Between Clarity of Parent Expressiveness 
(SFEQ-Cfspouse-report) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior. 51 
Table 12. Specific Affect by Sociometric Rating 54 
Table 13. Specific Affect (parent-to-child) by Teacher Ratings 56 
Table 14. Specific Affect (parent-to-parent) by Teacher Ratings. 57 
Table 15. Correlations Between Observed Affect and Parent 
Expressiveness Ratings (FEQ) 60 
Table 16. Correlations Between Observed Affect and Parent 
Expressiveness Ratings (SFEQ - rated by spouse) 61 
Table 17. Father Affect Regressed on Expressiveness (stepwise) 64 
Table 18. Mother Affect Regressed on Expressiveness (stepwise) 66 
xi 
Table 19. Expressiveness Ratings Regressed on Sociometric Rating 68 
Table 20. Maternal Affect Regressed on Child Sociometric Rating 70 
Table 21. Expressiveness and Affect Regressed on Sociometric Rating. 71 
Table 22. Combined Parent Variables Regressed on Sociometric Rating. 73 
Table 23. Correlations Between Intensity of Parent Expressiveness 
and Modal and Peak Intensity of Observed Affect 76 
Table 24. Correlations Between Oarity of Parent Expressiveness 
and Clarity of Observed Affect . 78 
1 
INTRODUCI10N 
The development of children's social competence is a topic of interest to both 
clinical and developmental psychologists. Social competence is important not only for 
obtaining and maintaining companionship and social success; it has been shown to 
correlate with cognitive skills and academic performance (Ladd, 1990; Rubin. 1985}, and 
mental health and personal adjustment in childhood, adolescence and early adulthood 
(Blechman. McEnroe, Carella, & Audette, 1986; Coie, Lochman. Terry, & Hyman. 1992; 
Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Ollendick, Weist, Borden. & Greene, 1992; Roff & 
Wirt, 1984). Problematic peer relationships have been shown to predict to such extreme 
outcomes as school drop-out, criminality and psychopathology (Parker & Asher, 1987; 
Rubin & Mills, 1988; Rubin & Ross, 1988). 
There has been an increasing interest in exploring the antecedents of children's 
social behaviors, particularly in examining family influences on the development of these 
behaviors (Maccoby & Martin. 1983; Putallaz & Hefflin. 1990). Research in the area of 
social competence has been primarily focused on children's development of specific social 
knowledge and behavioral skills (e.g., Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Dodge, 1983; Hartup, 
1983; Putallaz, 1987), or on the development of cognitive expectations about social 
relationships in relation to the family environment (e.g., Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey, & 
Brown, 1986; Pettit, Dodge, & Brown. 1988; Rieder & Cicchetti, 1989), and the impact 
of these developing skills and expectations on children's social competence in extra-
familial settings. 
An additional, yet relatively neglected, aspect of family influence on social 
competence is found in the research on the development of emotion regulation. The 
emerging literature on emotional development is fragmented, but suggests possible links 
between family and peer systems in three ways. First, stylistic differences in parent-child 
play interactions have been shown to distinguish between children who are popular with, 
or rejected by, their peers. Second, children's social acceptance has been shown to relate 
to their ability to recognize and produce emotional expressions (e.g., Nowicki & Duke, 
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1989), which is connected to specific skills and behaviors of their parents (e.g .. Beitel & 
Parke, 1985; Carson, Burks, & Parke, 1987; Field & Walden, 1982). Parke and his 
colleagues have suggested that emotional encoding and decoding skills may represent an 
important mediating process between parent-child interactions and children's social 
interactions with peers (Parke, Cassidy, Burks, Carson, & Boyum, 1992). Third, 
individual differences in these recognition and production abilities have been found to 
relate to variations in levels of family emotional expressiveness, which again correlates 
with ratings of children's popularity and prosocial behavior (e.g .. Cassidy, Parke, 
Butkovsky, & Braungart, 1992). 
Overview of the Current Study 
The focus of the current study is to explore the connection between measures of 
family expressiveness, observations of expressed affect, and ratings of children's social 
status and social competence by peers and teachers at school. Previous research will be 
extended by direct observation and quantification of the affective dimensions which 
characterize family expressiveness, thereby attempting to validate existing self-report 
measures, and by extending prior lab-based work to the naturalistic environment of the 
family dinner. 
Review of the Literature 
The following section first reviews the literature on structured parent-child play 
interactions and the relationship to peer acceptance. Next, the literature on two possible 
mediating mechanisms, and their connections to family interactions and social 
competence, is examined. Putallaz has proposed that parents directly influence children's 
social behavior in four ways: modeling, operant conditioning, classical conditioning, and 
coaching. It is likely that all four modes of learning are involved in mastering emotion 
skills and can be observed in parent-child interaction. The literature on emotion 
recognition and production skills and the connection to family interactions and social 
competence is explored. Third, a review of the expressiveness literature is presented, 
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showing connections between expressive family affective behaviors and children's social 
competence, as well as to affect production/recognition skills. It will be suggested that 
in the naturalistic environment, it may not be discrete affect skills alone which are crucial 
to social competence, but rather the broad expressive context in which these skills are 
embedded. 
The family provides the first context for the recognition and communication of 
affective messages. Family members attempt to interpret an infant's communications, 
imposing their own sociocultural, familial, and personal expectations onto the child's 
efforts. They also send affective messages to the child, with increasing expectation that 
the child will be able to interpret and respond to them. As the child moves outside of 
the immediate family environment, she will likely encounter others who do not share 
contextual cues with the child's family, do not share all of the same display rules, and 
who may be less willing to make the extra effort to understand the child. In addition, 
these people may communicate their own needs to the child in ways which are more, or 
less, clear than those the child has experienced at home. Thus, it is to the child's 
advantage to be well versed in emotion skills as she moves beyond the confines of the 
family. 
Parent-Child Play Interactions 
Several researchers have demonstrated a connection between parent-child 
interactions in structured game or physical play situations and children's social status with 
school peers. 
In a study of first-grade children and their mothers, Putallaz (1987) observed 
mother-child and child-peer interactions of sociometrically high-status and low-status 
children. Mother-child pairs were videotaped while playing a word-naming game. Each 
child was then videotaped during a play session with a novel, same-status peer. Child's 
social status was predicted by the extent to which mothers were rated as behaving 
agreeably with the child, and by the level of positive affect exhibited by the mother 
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during the game. Mothers of more popular children were noted to be more concerned 
with both their own and their child's feelings. Mothers of low-status children were 
observed to demonstrate more negative affect and controlling behavior. Children's 
interactions with peers appeared to model the observed mother-child interactions. 
Children whose mothers had behaved in positive and agreeable ways demonstrated similar 
behavior with peers, while children whose mothers had been disagreeable were likewise 
disagreeable with their peers. However, the results of the peer interactions are 
confounded by the fact that children were paired with same-status peers. Thus, a high 
status child had the benefit of interacting with another high-status child, while the low 
status child similarly had to cope with an unknown low-status child. 
In studies by Parke and his colleagues, preschool children were videotaped during 
physical play sessions with each parent individually, in both the home (MacDonald, 1987; 
MacDonald & Parke, 1984) and in the lab (Burks, Carson, & Parke, 1987; Carson, 1993). 
Popular children and their parents were found to have higher levels of play activity, 
spend a greater proportion of time in physical play, and engage in significantly longer 
play bouts than rejected children and their parents. MacDonald and Parke observed that 
parents of popular children were able to elicit more positive affect from their children 
during play, a characteristic which has been shown to relate to peer popularity. Burks, 
Carson, and Parke found that parents of rejected children were more coercive and 
directive, and displayed more negative affective responses. Mothers of popular boys were 
observed to be more verbally stimulating, while mothers of popular girls were more 
directive. Carson found relationships between fathers' negative affect displays and ratings 
by peers and teachers of children's aggression and lack of prosocial (i.e., sharing) 
behaviors. Parke and his colleagues have noted that the above studies have been limited 
by their reliance on concurrent assessment of parent-child interactious and peer 
competence. 
In addressing the above concern, Barth and Parke (1993), demonstrated in a 
prospective study that social adaptation in kindergarten could be predicted by parent-child 
play prior to school entry. Children were videotaped in physical play sessions with each 
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parent individually, 1-2 months prior to starting kindergarten. Parent ratings, teacher 
reports, and child interviews were conducted two weeks after school began and at the 
close of the first semester. Again, the length of the play bout was a significant predictor 
of social adaptation. Length of play between mother and child was positively related to 
teacher ratings of the child's consideration of others, and negatively correlated with 
teacher ratings of dependence. Length of play between father and child was positively 
associated with parental ratings of the child's home behavior after beginning school. 
Parents' style of interaction in the structured play session was also correlated with 
behavioral reports. Dominant maternal behaviors, which were associated with 
uncooperative and resistive responses from their child during play bout, were associated 
with teacher ratings of dependency and hostility at the end of the first semester. Child 
directiveness and unwillingness to accept maternal input in the play interactions were also 
related to teacher ratings of high hostility and low consideration at school, and child 
reports of loneliness. Father-child interactions in which fathers were rated as controlling 
and children were rated as resistant correlated negatively with the child's consideration 
for others. These children reported higher loneliness and were seen as having more 
behavior problems in the home. Conversely, fathers using more indirect styles of 
interaction had children who were seen as less hostile at school and more well behaved 
at home. 
Several reasons have been suggested to account for the links between parent-child 
physical play and children's social competence. It may be that through engaging in 
affect-arousing encounters such as physical play, the child learns the communicative 
value of affect, and how to use such displays to understand and regulate others (Parke, 
MacDonald, Beitel, & Bhavnagri, 1988). Physical play allows for many opportunities to 
encourage or discourage interaction through affective expression. It is also high in 
spontaneous, rather than deliberate, communication which may be more clearly related 
to social competence. It is presumably higher in positive affect than other types of 
affect, as well. However, the possibility should be considered that there may be 
important child characteristics (e.g., child's attractiveness, initial skill level) which engage 
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the parents in the first place or lead them to interact in different ways than they might 
with other children. 
Limitations are noted in the above studies of parent-child interaction which affect 
the generalizability and utility of the results. First, the studies have primarily been 
conducted in laboratory situations, and even those which have taken place in the home 
have relied on structured games or physical play situations. To date, no studies of 
parent-child affective interaction have occurred in unstructured, naturalistic settings. 
Second, affect has been measured primarily through the use of global rating scales. 
There is a need for the description of specific types of affect being displayed by parents 
and children, as opposed to measures of stylistic properties of family interaction (e.g., 
warmth, control, responsiveness). Coding and analyzing with specific affect categories 
would provide more detailed information regarding the types of parent affect associated 
with children's social competence. Third, previous studies of parent-child interaction have 
been limited to one parent, usually the mother, or to one parent at a time. It is 
necessary to observe parent-child interaction in the triadic context, to examine the effects 
of both parents during the same activity. This would also allow for observation of 
parent-parent affect under the same conditions. 
Mediational Links Between Family and Peer Systems 
Parke and colleagues (1992) have proposed that children's skill at producing and 
recognizing emotion and parent levels of emotional expressiveness may both provide 
mediational links between parent-child play and children's subsequent social competence 
with peers at school. Past work has primarily focused on encoding-decoding differences 
between families of high status and low status children. We will review the major 
findings of the encoding-decoding studies, then focus for the purpose of this study on the 
less familiar expressiveness component. 
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Encoding-decoding skills 
The terms encoding and decoding have been used in the literature to refer to a 
variety of processes. In this review, encoding of emotion will refer to the ability to 
produce facial, vocal, or gestural signs for the purpose of communicating information 
about one's thoughts, feelings, needs, or intentions. Decoding ability will refer to the 
skill in interpreting such information received from another individual. Biology appears 
to provide the child with a foundation of prewired templates for producing and 
recognizing a set of basic affective patterns (e.g., Ekman, 1980). But enormous individual 
differences in encoding and decoding abilities suggest that the environment plays a large 
part in the subsequent refinement of these abilities, as well as the understanding of 
culturally-appropriate usage of these abilities. 
The following studies have examined both posed and spontaneous 
encoding/ decoding skills and their link to children's social competence. Posed studies 
have been presumed to reflect the child's optimal skills, while spontaneous 
encoding/decoding demonstrates the child's use of these abilities in a naturally-occurring 
context. Since posed studies are produced with some deliberateness, they may be less 
useful for understanding skill development and related communicative success with subtle 
or complex expressions, or with emotion blends. 
Encoding/decoding and social competence. Children's posed and spontaneous 
encoding and decoding abilities have been found to correlate positively with classroom 
behaviors, number of friends, and popularity with peers. 
Buck (1975, 1977) presented individual nursery school children with a series of 
slides depicting familiar and unfamiliar people, unpleasant scenes and "unusual• scenes. 
Children's spontaneous expressions were shown to raters who were instructed to guess 
from the child's facial expression which slides the child was watching. Teacher ratings 
of the child's classroom behavior were found to correlate with the child's encoding ability 
on a number of items, including number of friends. In a posed encoding study by 
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Carson, Burks, and Parke (1987), preschool children were seated across from their 
mothers and instructed via earphones as to which of seven expressions to pose. No 
sociometric differences were found in the ability of the mothers to identify children's 
expressions. However, videotapes of the children's expressions were later shown to non-
family adult raters, and their accuracy in recognition of the expressions was found to 
correlate positively with the child's sociometric status (Carson, Chaks, & Parke, 1993). 
Field and Walden (1982) asked pre-school children to identify photographs of 
other children's posed expressions and found a significant negative relationship between 
the child's naming, or decoding, errors and their sociometric status. Similarly, Beitel and 
Parke (1985) found posed decoding ability to be positively related to two measures of 
sociometric status and to teacher ratings of popularity. Carson (1993) had preschool 
children and their parents identify slides of adult facial expressions of emotion and found 
that recognition ability was related to child's sociometric rating for boys, but not for girls. 
Edwards, Manstead, and MacDonald (1984) examined posed decoding ability in 
older children, ages 8-11, and also found a relationship to sociometric status. Each child 
viewed a series of photographs showing posed child and adult expressions. High-status 
children were found to make more correct identifications of the emotions expressed in 
the photos than low-status children. Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt (1990) 
reported that preschool children's understanding of emotional situations, measured by 
having children assign emotion faces to puppets following enacted vignettes, related 
positively to a measure of "likeability" derived from a peer sociometric measure. They 
also found that specific errors on an emotion identification measure, such as confusing 
happy and sad expressions, correlated negatively with the likeability rating. 
Thus, both encoding and decoding abilities have been found to relate to children's 
social competence, as measured by peer sociometric measures and teacher ratings. These 
relationships may be stronger for spontaneous than for posed affect. 
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Emotion skills and parent-child play 
Support for encoding-decoding as a mediator of parent-child interactions comes 
from a study by Burks, Carson, & Parke (1987). They found that the length of time 
spent by parent-child dyads in sustained "play bouts" (defined as time elapsed between 
the initiation and termination of an interaction) correlated positively with the child's 
ability to decode facial expressions of both parents. In addition, the length of these play 
bouts correlated positively with the recognition of the child's posed expressions by non-
family raters. This would suggest that extended interaction increases opportunities to 
"learn" appropriate affect display, and that these skills enhance the quality of parent-child 
play. 
Play is an opportunity for the modeling of clear expressions of affect Mothers 
of popular children show more positive affect during play with their children. These 
mothers focus more on positive feelings when interacting with their children, and they 
express more feelings and opinions when talking with other adults (Putallaz, 1987; 
Putallaz & Hefflin, 1990). Mothers who are good encoders of affect have children who 
are good at decoding emotional expression, while mothers whose affect is less clearly 
produced have children who decode less well (Daly, Abramovitch, & Pliner, 1980). Thus, 
mothers of competent children are providing better opportunities for their children to 
view and respond to displays of clear and positive affect, and to witness the parent's use 
of verbal and facial expressions of affect in interpersonal situations. 
Camras and her colleagues (Camras, Grow, & Ribordy, 1983; Camras, Ribordy, 
Hill, Martino, Spaccarelli, & Stefani, 1988) demonstrated that abusive mothers of 
preschool children produce less clear and less identifiable facial expressions than non-
abusive mothers, and their children tend to perform worse on both decoding and 
encoding tasks than children from non-abusive homes. She also reported a positive 
relationship between mothers' encoding skills and children's decoding skills. This would 
suggest one possible pathway by which social competence is connected to serious 
longterm outcomes (e.g., Parker & Asher, 1987). 
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The above studies suggest that affect learning is happening in all four ways 
enumerated by Putallaz, as children learn the recognition and production skills necessary 
for optimal peer relations. Parents model a range of affect, both positive and negative, 
and demonstrate appropriate occasion for use of such responses in play interactions and 
other family activities. They create a positive or negative climate which serves as a 
classical conditioning environment for the child, as well as operantly reinforcing child 
affect with reciprocating responses. Directive and indirect interactions during interactive 
bouts with the child discourage or encourage further response and function as coaching 
responses to the child's efforts at sustaining appropriate interpersonal connections. 
Family emotional expressiveness 
Family emotional expressiveness has been suggested to be an important link 
between family and peer systems because of the connections to variations in encoding 
and decoding skills of children and adults. It can be argued that the family emotional 
climate described above not only provides children with differing opportunities for 
learning specific affect skills, but is an important influence on children's social 
development in and of itself. The family expressive atmosphere may provide guidelines 
for the expression of emotion, taking emotion learning beyond the development of social-
emotional skills, such as encoding and decoding, to the utilization of rules about emotion 
in the social context. 
Studies of encoding and decoding have narrowly focused on children's skill in 
sending and recognizing facial representations of affect. Expressiveness appears to refer 
to a broader set of norms and expectations about emotion use which are communicated 
in the family context, such as when, where and with whom to use different types of 
emotion; appropriate gender use of emotion; appropriate levels of intensity to be 
displayed with different emotions; and appropriate frequency of emotion use. 
Exactly how variations in emotional expressiveness relate to children's social 
competence is not well understood, in large part because the dimensions of expressiveness 
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have not been clearly defined. Expressiveness has been used in research to refer to the 
frequency of verbal behavior (Balswick and Avertt, 1977), nonverbal behavior (Buck, 
1975, 1977), or both (Halberstadt, 1984, 1986). Varying dimensions of expressiveness 
(such as frequency, clarity, and social appropriateness) have been emphasized in the few 
studies reported to date. 
In the following section, the literature addressing emotional expressiveness and 
social competence will be reviewed, and connections will be drawn from parent 
expressiveness to encoding-decoding skills and children's social competence. limitations 
in the conceptualization and validation of the expressiveness concept will be noted, and 
a proposal will be made for the further study of family expressiveness. 
Expressiveness and social competence. Buck (1975, 1977) has attempted to 
measure children's non-verbal expressivity through the development of the Buck Affect 
Expression Rating Scale • Children's form (AERS-C), a teacher-rating scale intended to 
distinguish between "internalizers" and "externalizers" of expressed affect The items 
factor into three groups: expression-inhibition, antagonistic-cooperative, and independent-
dependent. In his 1977 study, Buck found the expression-inhibition factor to relate most 
strongly to teacher ratings of having friends or playing alone. Expressiveness measures 
were also found to relate to measures of encoding-decoding ability. Boys who were high 
on the extroversion scale were more accurate encoders, or producers, of affect. Girls 
who were good encoders were found to be more cooperative (an important friendship 
skill), as measured on the antagonistic-cooperative dimension, which appears to reflect 
differences in the social appropriateness of behaviors. Field and Walden (1982) included 
the AERS-C in their study of preschool encoding-decoding abilities. They found the total 
score to correlate positively with observed levels of facial expressiveness in the classroom 
(frequency of affect encoding) and with children's decoding ability on a photo recognition 
task. 
While there are evidently relationships between child expressiveness behaviors, 
social competence, and encoding-decoding skills, they are clouded by problems with the 
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AERS-C measure and with inconsistencies in the use of the measure. Buck (1977) took 
a factoring approach to the relationships, but was less thorough in his sets of 
comparisons. He also failed to report the strength of the relationships he found. Field 
and Walden (1982) attempted to explore a more complex set of relationships, but did so 
using the total AERS-C score. Thus, there is no way of exploring the effects of the 
various expressiveness factors, which Buck has suggested may vary by sex. The 
expression-inhibition factor accounts for a larger proportion of the total AERS-C variance 
(Buck, 1977), but not so much that it can be assumed to be interchangeable with the 
total score. The + .29 correlation between the AERS-C and observed frequency of 
expressiveness in the classroom, found by Field and Walden (1982), highlights this point. 
The correlation is in the expected direction, but is not as strong as might be expected 
by the frequency of expression alone. This also brings in the problem of the AER5-C 
measuring global and subjective concepts (e.g., introverted, active), as opposed to the 
discrete behaviors recorded in the classroom observation (addressed in a later comparison 
with the Halberstadt FEQ). 
It has been shown that child expressiveness, particularly the frequency of 
expression, relates to peer competence and also to encoding-decoding abilities. 
Frequency of expression is more closely related to encoding-decoding skills for boys, while 
the social appropriateness dimension may be more significant for girls (Buck, 1977). A 
frequency count of naturalistic expression was related to both the AERS-C and to 
encoding abilities, but not to social competence. This suggests that there are other 
dimensions of children's emotional expressiveness besides frequency (which may be 
strongly related to expression-inhibition ratings) that may contribute significantly to social 
competence. 
Halberstadt (1984, 1986) has focused on family styles of verbal and non-verbal 
emotional expression through the development and application of the Family 
Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEQ). The questionnaire has four subscales of ten items 
each, which represent the interaction of positive-negative and dominant-submissive 
dimensions, based on previous work in the area of non-verbal behavior ( eg., Rosenthal, 
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Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979). (A recent factor analysis of these items by 
Cassidy et al., 1992, found support for the positive-negative dimension, with minor 
variation on Halberstadt's groupings, but no support for the dominant-submissive 
dimension.) The items assess the perceived frequency of expression of verbal and 
nonverbal affect behaviors in the subject's family of origin. In using this measure with 
undergraduate subjects, Halberstadt (1986) found subjects from expressive families to be 
better encoders of affect, while those from less expressive families were better judges, or 
decoders, of affect. 
The expressiveness concept is not well defined in either of Halberstadt's papers. 
It seems that aspects of expression such as clarity and social appropriateness are being 
inferred as well as frequency, particularly as this measure of expressiveness correlates 
with encoding and decoding abilities and behavioral ratings. While the measure requires 
further clarification, it nonetheless remains as one of the few attempts to examine the 
expressiveness concept in a systematic way. 
Family expressiveness measured by the FEQ has been shown to relate directly to 
sociometric ratings of children's popularity and teacher ratings of prosocial behavior 
(Cassidy et al.,l992). In a sociometric study of preschool children, Cassidy and Parke 
had parents respond to the FEQ in regard to their own behaviors, as opposed to parents' 
family of origin. Popular children were found to have same-sex parents who had higher 
total scores (that is, positive plus negative expression), and opposite-sex parents who were 
expressive of positive emotion. Greater maternal expressiveness was associated with more 
prosocial behavior and less aggressive behavior in girls (as rated by classroom teachers), 
and less shyness in boys. Greater paternal expressiveness was associated with less 
aggressive behavior and more prosocial behavior for both boys and girls. Overall, it 
appears that the ability of the parents to express both positive and negative emotion is 
important to children's social development. 
Weak correlations between the negative affect score and children's social 
competence suggest that the concept of negative affect may not be very homogeneous. 
14 
One possibility is that it is confounding socially appropriate affect with socially 
inappropriate affect, which is less likely to happen when assessing positive affect. For 
example, one may be quite socially skilled to be able to express sadness or appropriate 
frustration, whereas blaming others for your problems, sulking, or threatening someone 
(all examples from the negative subscale) may be quite insensitive and socially deficient. 
The above studies demonstrate that there are connections from parental 
expressiveness to child behaviors, and from child behaviors to social competence. This 
suggests that children may incorporate features of parental expressiveness into their own 
expressiveness repertoire, which they in turn practice with their peers. It also appears 
that the polarity of the parents' expression is as important as the frequency of expression 
in determining expressiveness behaviors and social competence. However, these studies 
are limited in several ways. First, Parke and colleagues (1992) noted that the family 
expressiveness literature has been hampered by its reliance on parental self-report as the 
only measure of expressiveness in the home. There is no documented environmental 
validation of the expressiveness measures. As noted above, this may be particularly 
important in the measurement of negative expressiveness. Second. it is likely that parents 
may tend to over-represent their self-reports of positive affect and under-represent their 
self-ratings of negative or socially undesirable affect. Outsider perspectives, such as 
ratings by other family members, may be useful in addition to observational data in 
corroborating these reports. Third, the impact of the negative or positive polarity of 
expression can be expected to vary depending on how easily the affect is recognized 
Measures of the intensity and clarity of expressive affect may be useful, particularly in 
addressing questions regarding the role of negative expressiveness. 
Toward the Development of an Observational Measure of Family 
Expressiveness 
The Halberstadt FEQ, while incomplete in many ways, provides a good foundation 
for the development of observational measures of expressiveness. First, it is more 
specific and behaviorally-based than the Buck AERS-C, facilitating more objective 
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questionnaire ratings and translating more readily to observational categories. Second, 
it avoids the confound of behavioral frequency with social competence (e.g., Buck's 
"extraversion"). Halberstadt (1986) and Cassidy et al. (1992) have demonstrated that high 
and low levels of "positive" expressiveness may predict to social behaviors differently than 
similar levels of "negative" expressiveness. Each type may also predict differently based 
on the relationship to the other type ( eg. high positive/high negative, low positive/high 
negative, etc.), suggesting that the significance of expressive behaviors may be relative 
rather than absolute. Third, the Halberstadt FEQ is specifically intended to measure 
family expressiveness, as opposed to Buck's teacher ratings of school behaviors, making 
it more relevant to the current study. 
It is proposed that expressiveness encompasses many dimensions which mediate 
the relationship to social competence. Several dimensions have been identified in the 
above studies, including frequency of affect (e.g., Balswick & Avertt, 1977; Buck, 1975, 
1977; Halberstadt, 1984, 1986); polarity of affect - that is, positive/negative (e.g., 
Halberstadt, 1984); and social appropriateness (e.g., Buck, 19n). Other variables 
encompass the connection to encoding-decoding skills and include clarity of 
communication (e.g., Carson, Burks, & Parke, 1987), other-directednessfother-awareness 
of affect (e.g., Edwards, Manstead, & MacDonald, 1984 ), and intensity of the 
communication (e.g., Carson, 1993). 
In order for research in the area of family expressiveness to progress, at least 
three things are necessary. First, expressiveness must be defined in such a way that it 
is understandable, measurable and interpretable across researchers and across studies. 
We suggest the inclusion of the aforementioned dimensions (frequency, polarity, intensity, 
clarity, social appropriateness, other-directedness) as a starting place. Second, more 
observational studies are needed of both encoding-decoding and expressiveness behaviors. 
Expressiveness research has relied on teacher- or self-ratings with only minimal 
observational validation (e.g., Field & Walden, 1982). This is likely to have resulted in 
confounds of the dimensions, and offers few clues as to what aspects, other than sheer 
frequency of expression, might be important. It will also be useful to compare self-ratings 
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with those of a familiar observer, such as a spouse. Third, previous studies of family 
interactions have looked at structured parent-child activities, rather than at naturally 
occurring social behaviors. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary focus of this study is to explore the connection between emotional 
expression in the child's family environment and ratings of social status/social competence 
by age-peers at school. In doing so, the above concerns will be addressed in the 
following ways: 
1. Observational measurement of emotional expression and interchange will 
be extended beyond the laboratory to a naturalistic setting - the home environment. 
Furthermore, while previous studies have looked at structured parent-child interactions, 
such as teaching/learning new tasks (e.g., Putallaz, 1987) or play/directed activity (e.g., 
Carson, 1993, MacDonald, 1987), this study proposes to observe the family in a familiar 
and unstructured activity. Observations of spontaneous dinner interactions will be used 
to better understand the naturally occurring mediating processes between parent and child 
behavior. 
2. The observational data will be used to more clearly define the concept of 
family expressiveness and to examine the validity and reliability of the Halberstadt Family 
Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEQ). 
3. Observational data will be coded as specific, discrete affect (e.g., happy, sad, 
angry, surprised) as opposed to global ratings of expression and affect (e.g., Putallaz, 
1987). It has not been clear what factors raters have relied upon in making global 
assessments of family affective exchange and, likewise, what they have omitted. 
4. The child will be observed within the triadic context, ie. in the presence of 
both parents. To be more specific, the children in this study will be observed in the 
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context of the entire family, including siblings. Previous studies have often been limited 
to one parent, primarily the mother (e.g., Carson, Burks, & Parke, 1987; Putallaz, 1987), 
and some have even been restricted to one sex of child, usually boys (e.g., MacDonald, 
1987). 
5. This study will include and contrast multiple perspectives on parent and 
child affect and expressive behavior, including: (a) "insider" (e.g., self) vs. "outsider" 
(spouse) report, {b) objective observation, and (c) the relationship between questionnaire 
(self, spouse) report and observed behavior. 
6. Both questionnaire and observational measures will be expanded to include 
ratings of intensity and clarity, in addition to ratings of the frequency and polarity of 
expressive behavior. 
Hypotheses 
It is hypothesized that differences will be found between the families of popular 
and rejected children in both the observations and the questionnaire measurements of 
expressiveness (Halberstadt FEQ). 
1. Similar patterns of affect are expected with unstructured, naturalistic family 
interactions as have been found in structured observations of parent-child play. Thus, 
earlier results are anticipated to be generalizable to the broader arena of family 
interactions. 
2. It is expected that sustained, positive interactions will be positively 
correlated with child's peer status and prosocial behaviors. 
3. Negative affect is expected to be an important negative predictor of 
sociometric status. However, as noted above, it is anticipated that all negative affect will 
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not have an equal effect. It is expected that harsh, non-instructive, affect will exert a 
more significant impact than more socially appropriate use of negative affect. 
4. The perceived and observed affect of both parents will be related to 
children's sociometric status. However, it is expected that mothers and fathers will 
influence their children in different ways, and may influence sons' and daughters' 
behaviors in differing ways. 
5. Parents are expected to view their own behavior somewhat differently than 
they will be viewed by spouses, and these reports are expected to relate to child's 
sociometric ratings. It can be expected that parents will view their positive expressiveness 
more favorably than will their spouses, and likewise will view their negative affect in less 
extreme ways than will their spouses. However, it would be expected that both parent 
and spouse ratings will be similarly related to children's social behaviors. 
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METHOD 
Subjects 
The subjects included 50 kindergarten children, ages 5-7 years old (mean = 6 
years 2 months, s.d. = .37), and their two-parent families. The children, 24 boys and 26 
girls, were selected from elementary schools in and around the Champaign-Urbana 
community, based on sociometric ratings and nominations by their classroom peers. All 
of the children were Caucasian, with the exception of one bi-racial male child. 
Mothers of subject children ranged in age from 26 to 45 years old, with a mean 
age of 33.2 years. Nine mothers were in a second marriage (6 mothers of girls, 3 
mothers of boys), and one mother of a girl was in her third marriage. All mothers were 
biological mothers. Fathers' ages ranged from 25 to 48 years, with a mean age of 34.8 
years. Four were in a second marriage (2 fathers of girls, 1 father of a boy), and one 
non-father was in a co-habiting relationship with the mother of a subject girl. Ninety-
percent were biological fathers, with three men being stepfathers or surrogate fathers of 
girls, and two were stepfathers of boys. Parents had been married for an average of 9.8 
years, with a range of 0 to 19 years. All parents were Caucasian, with the exception of 
one Black father of a sociometrically "average" boy. 
The mean level of education for mothers was 15.1 years (range = 12-21 years), 
and for fathers was 16.29 years of schooling (range = 11-21 years). The median family 
was in the $40-49,000 income bracket, with family income ranging from $10,000 per year 
to more than $50,000 per year. Parent occupations were rated using the nine-step 
occupational factor of the Hollingshead (1975) Four-Factor Index of Social Status. 
Thirteen mothers did not work outside of the home (seven mothers of girls, six mothers 
of boys). Of the remaining working mothers (range: step 3-8), the mean and median 
occupation was at step 6, technicians/semi-professionals/small business owners. All 
fathers were employed outside of the home (range: step 2-8). The mean and median 
father occupation was at step 7, small business owners/managers/minor professionals. 
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Family size ranged from 1 to 5 children, with a mean of 2.5 children per family. 
Sixteen (32%) of the subjects were oldest children, twelve subjects (24%) were middle 
children, and 18 subjects (36%) were youngest children. There were three (6%) "only" 
children, and one child was a twin with no other siblings. Although siblings were 
included in the observations, they were not included in the data analysis for the current 
study. 
Fifty-three percent of the subject children received after-school care from a parent. 
Sixteen percent participated in an after-school program at school, and fourteen percent 
were cared for by a non-related adult. The remaining children were cared for by 
relatives (4%), friends (2%), other arrangements (2%), or in more than one child care 
arrangement (6%). 
Families were paid $20 for their participation in this study. 
Procedure 
Thirty-four kindergarten classrooms totalling 616 children were included in a peer 
sociometric assessment procedure over a two-year period. Participation rate ranged from 
66% to 100% of the total students in each classroom, with mean of 88%. Parents of 
children across the range of sociometric acceptance were contacted about participating 
in the observation portion of the study. (See Appendix A for permission forms for the 
sociometric interview and the family observation study.) 
Subject families were scheduled for observation on a night when both parents 
could be home for dinner. Parents were asked to keep the dinner as routine as possible, 
and were encouraged to respond to their children in a manner consistent with family 
expectations (e.g., discipline, sending children to their rooms for misbehavior). 
Following dinner, the parents and subject child engaged in a facial 
expression/recognition game (for a related study). Then the parents completed sets of 
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questionnaires while the experimenter administered a verbal intelligence test and a family 
expressiveness measure to the child. The parent questionnaires generally took 45 minutes 
to an hour to complete, and the child tasks took approximately half an hour. The 
evening was concluded by having each parent read two stories to the subject child and 
their siblings, pilot data for a related study. 
Measures 
Four sets of measures were used in this study: school-based assessment of social 
status and social behaviors, videotaped family observations, parent questionnaires, and 
child intelligence. 
School-based measures 
Peer sociometric ratings. A three-point sociometric rating procedure was used to 
assess children's social acceptance by classroom peers (Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, & 
Hymel, 1979). Children sorted pictures of classmates onto three cards, one with a 
smiling face at the top ("kids you like to play with a lot"), one with a neutral face ("kids 
you like to play with sometimes"), and one with a sad face ("kids you don't like to play 
with very much"). (See Appendix B for script of sociometric ratings and nominations 
procedures.) 
The sociometric rating score for each child was based on ratings given for that 
child by all classmates, and standardized by classroom. (Exploratory analyses were also 
performed by calculating a sociometric rating standardized within sex, rather than across 
total children. These resulted in few significant correlations with the other measures and 
are not included in this paper.) The sociometric rating scores for the 24 boys who were 
subsequently observed with their families ranged from + 1.42 to -2.42 (mean = 0, s.d.= 
1, based on classroom z-scores). The sociometric rating scores for the 26 girls in the 
observation study ranged from + 2.01 to -0.79, and reflect the inability to both identify 
and recruit eligible rejected-girl families. 
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To assess the possible role of physical attractiveness as a factor in sociometric 
evaluation, photographs of the subject children which had been used for the rating and 
nomination procedures were rated on a 5-point scale for attractiveness by a minimum of 
four undergraduate students. There was no correlation (r = -.15, p=3) between ratings 
of physical attractiveness and sociometric rating within the study sample of 50 children. 
No significant relationship was found between subject children's sociometric rating 
scores and intelligence, as measured with the verbal subscale of the Wechsler Preschool 
and Primary Scale of Intelligence - Revised {WPPSI-R) (r = 22). However, verbal 
intelligence did correlate modestly with teacher ratings of prosocial behavior (r = 32, 
p<.OS). 
Teacher ratings. Each classroom teacher completed a set of nine questionnaires, 
rating all of the children in the class who had participated in the sociometric procedures. 
The teacher was asked to rate, on a five-point Likert-type scale, how much each child 
was characterized as: well-liked; not well-liked; good at helping, sharing, and taking turns 
(prosocial); says mean things or uses bad words (verbally aggressive); hits, kicks, or bites 
(physically aggressive); not mean, but they interrupt or disrupt {disruptive); avoid others 
and play alone (avoidant); cry, whine, or pout; and appear to be sad {adapted from 
Cassidy & Asher, 1992). 
Observational measures 
Naturalistic observation of spontaneous affective expression was made by 
videotaping the children and their families at home during a family dinner. The 
ecological value of this setting is supported in several ways. First, in families of young 
children it can be expected that the entire family dines together on a regular basis. 
Thus, it could be expected to be a representative family activity for nearly all of the 
participating families. 
Second, dinnertime is likely to contain many habitual tasks and interactions, 
especially in families with small children, making it more likely that the family would 
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quickly return to routine interactions and be less reactive to the videotaping procedure 
than they might be during other activities. Vuchinich (1987) reported that less than 0.5% 
of taped dinner conversation was in reference to an audiotaping procedure in his study 
which occurred during the family dinner, suggesting that families quickly habituate. 
However, in addition to recording families with older children, the families also did their 
own recording (i.e., the family set up and ran the equipment), and references were 
limited to verbalizations. 
Third, dinner for families of small children is also a common setting for the 
induction of many social rules, conventions and values (e.g., Lewis & Feiring, 1982), and 
for the review and discussion of the day's events. Thus, the effect of this dinner 
observation might be to provide some insight as to more general socialization techniques, 
attitudes, and views, and a window to events beyond the immediate dinner situation. 
This translates into an opportunity to observe affective responses regarding unobservable 
events. In a recent poll by the New York Times, more than half of the families polled 
reported that conversation was the main dinner activity (Kleiman, 1990). Finally, the 
family dinner setting has been used successfully by other researchers for the observation 
of a variety of family interactions (e.g., Dickstein, 1990; Dreyer & Dreyer, 1973; Lewis 
& Feiring, 1982; Minuchin, 1974; Vuchinich, 1987). 
Videotaping procedure and equipment. Arrangements were made with each family 
for the interviewer to arrive at the home approximately half an hour before dinner, to 
meet the family, set up the equipment, answer questions about the procedure, and 
generally desensitize the family to the presence of the video cameras. The children were 
invited to look through the viewfinder of the camera and ask questions about the taping. 
The families were asked to sit in a configuration similar to their usual placement, 
while not blocking the cameras. The cameras were positioned to best film the subject 
child and the two parents, with additional family members included in the frame to the 
extent possible. (In the current study, affect directed toward or received from siblings 
was not coded.) After focusing the cameras, the experimenters waited in another room, 
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to reduce distractions to the family. One father failed to arrive home in time for dinner 
and did not appear in the dinner video. One mother was present but was not filmed 
due to a camera failure. 
The video equipment consisted of two Sony 8 mm videocameras on tripods. The 
camera units included attachments for additional lighting and a multi-directional 
microphone. One camera made an automatic time stamp on the tape. The tape from 
the second camera was time-stamped prior to coding. 
Codin&. The dinner tapes were coded dyadically, focusing on the affect directed 
by one family member to a specific partner. Thus, each dinner yielded six sets of coded 
affect: mother to child, father to child, mother to father, father to mother, child to 
mother, child to father. For the purpose of this study, focusing on the child's experience 
of parental expressiveness, the child-to-parent codes were not analyzed. 
Based on a review of the literature (Boyum, 1989), we have suggested that the 
concept of expressiveness encompasses dimensions which include frequency, polarity 
(positive/negative), clarity, intensity, other-directedness, social appropriateness, and 
contingency of emotional expression. These components of expressiveness were coded 
in the following ways: 
1. Polarity. Twelve affect categories were identified, modified from categories 
developed by Gottman (1988), and included: questioning/puzzled, humor/tease/laugh, 
affection/caring, excitement/joy /surprise, happy /low-level positive/smile, neutral, low-level 
negative/ disapproval, anger/mad/hostility, disgust/sarcasm, whine/pout/cry 
(manipulative), sadness/sorrow /sad crying, anxiety /scared/fear/negative surprise. The 
affection/caring category was subsequently dropped from the current analyses, due to low 
reliability between coders. (See Appendix C, Measure 1.) 
Raters were encouraged that when in doubt about an expression they should try 
making the expression themselves, using the same words or gestures, to observe how it 
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made them feel. They were also told to use the conversational context to help 
determine the affect. If doubt persisted about a higher vs. lower level of affect (e.g., 
happy vs. humor), the lower-level affect was coded (e.g., happy). If an affect could not 
be determined beyond a general sense of positive or negative, the lowest level (low-level 
positive or low-level negative) was coded. In the rare case in which an affect could not 
be discerned as positive or negative, it was coded as neutral. (See Appendix c, Measure 
2.) 
2. Frequency. The videotapes were coded in 15-second segments, beginning with 
the first full segment in which both members of the dyad were at the table together. 
Within each dyad, the tape was coded twice - once for each "sender" of affect (parent-to-
parent or parent-to-child). The sender's affect was coded only for the affect directed at 
the dyadic partner. 
For each 15-second segment, each affect category (see Polarity categories above) 
was coded as either present or absent. Thus, affect occurring more than once during the 
interval was not recorded, nor was the duration of the affect taken into account. Raters 
also indicated whether the dyad was not interacting at all, and/or whether a member of 
the dyad was missing from the segment. 
Expressions were coded even if they were not acknowledged or responded to by 
the dyadic partner, except if that person was engaged in an interaction with another 
family member. (For example, if mother was watching the child interact with the father, 
mother's attentiveness to the child was not coded.) 
Raters were permitted to "double code" expressions, with several cautions. For 
example, questions were frequently double coded when asked while smiling, laughing or 
frowning. Question and neutral were not double coded unless there was a distinct period 
in which the expression directed toward the target was neutral aside from the question 
itself. Two similar expressions were not coded for the same exchange, such as smiling 
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and laughing, unless the lower-level expression (e.g., smiling) distinctly preceded or 
extended beyond the higher-level expression (e.g., laughing). 
For the purposes of the data analyses, frequency of affect was calculated as the 
proportion of total affect to total time, minus time where one or both partners were 
missing, i.e., (total affect) / (total time • time with subject missing). 
3. Oarity. A rating of clarity was made for each of the affect categories scored 
for the "sender" in the dyad. Ratings were made using a five-point scale ranging from 
"Hard" (i.e., relatively difficult to read) to "Easy" (i.e., relatively simple to recognize), with 
the midpoint labeled "Average." (See Appendix C, Measure 3.) 
4. Intensity. Two intensity ratings were made for each of the affect categories 
which were scored for the "sender" in the dyad: modal intensity and peak intensity. 
Modal intensity was a rating for the overall level of intensity with which the affect was 
expressed by the subject within the dyad throughout the dinner. Peak intensity was a 
rating of the most extreme use of that affect expressed by the subject within the dyad 
during the dinner. Each rating was made on a five-point scale ranging from "Low" to 
"High." (See Appendix C, Measure 3.) 
5. Other-directedness. The concept of other-directed affect was encompassed in 
the dyadic coding. Affect which was directed at the entire family, such a mother asking 
a question as she looked around the table, was coded for that sender in all relevant 
dyads (e.g., mother-to-father and mother-to-child). Affect which had no identifiable target 
(generally affect initiated by the child) was not coded. Affect directed toward the subject 
child's siblings by the mother, father, or subject child, was not coded in this study. 
6. Contingency. Contingency of expression requires sequential coding and was 
beyond the scope of this study. It would be possible to code this information from the 
videotapes at a later date. 
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lnterrater reliability. Parent-child and parent-parent affect were coded for each 
family dinner, for a total of 194 sets of affect codes. Total scores for each category of 
affect were computed. Reliability was calculated on 12% of the sample, between ratings 
by trained undergraduate coders and the project investigator, by using the correlation 
coefficient as the reliability statistic. Correlations were run separately for parent-parent 
and parent -child data, with similar results; thus, the two sets of data were collapsed The 
following interrater reliability was found across codes: Question (.84**), Humor (.84**), 
Care (.28), Surprise (.75**}, Happy (.91**), Neutral (.66**), Low-level Negative (.95**), 
Anger (.95**), and Disgust/Sarcasm (.98**). The Care/Affection category proved to be 
difficult to agree upon, and this category was subsequently dropped from the analyses. 
Difficulties with coding and interpreting this category will be discussed later in this paper. 
The moderate reliability of the Neutral category is hypothesized to be due to 
several factors. First, many of the neutral glances were extremely brief and were limited 
to eye movement or direction the sender was facing, making them difficult to determine 
on videotape. Second, neutral affect frequently appeared immediately before or after a 
stronger affect, making it difficult for raters to recognize that in fact two categories of 
affect were present. It should be noted that errors in affect coding were primarily 
between neutral and low-level positive or negative, between two closely related categories 
(such as low-level negative and anger, or low-level happy and another positive affect}, or 
were due to not coding both affects on an emotion blend. 
Questionnaire measures 
Following the videotaping of the family dinner, the parents were asked to 
independently complete sets of questionnaires about themselves and the subject child 
In a small number of cases, the parents were unable or unwilling to complete all of the 
questionnaires and were given envelopes in which to return the measures. One family 
did not return any of the measures (including those which they had obviously been 
working on in the presence of the experimenter), and another father failed to return 
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several of the marital and child measures. The father who did not arrive home for 
dinner also did not complete the questionnaires. 
a. Background information 
1. General Information Form. 
This form was used to gather information regarding the parent (age, years married, 
previous marriages, education, occupation, family income), number and ages of all 
children, and child care situation. (See Appendix D, Measure 1.) 
2. Dinner Questionnaire 
The Dinner Questionnaire was used to gather additional information about the 
typical family dinner, including frequency of dining together, location of meals, seating 
arrangement, length of meals, special rules (e.g., seating, leaving the table, reading, taking 
phone calls), television watching during dinner, and talking together about daily activities. 
Parents were also asked to rate, using a five-point Ukert-type scale, how representative 
the videotaped dinner was to a typical dinner, how the family was affected by the 
observation, effect of observation on spouse's behavior, and effect of observation on the 
subject child's behavior. (See Appendix D, Measure 2.) 
b. Emotional expressiveness 
Family expressiveness ratings have been found to correlate with differences in 
individuals' emotional expression, nonverbal behavior, and affective communication skills 
(Halberstadt, 1986). They have also been found to correlate with children's sociometric 
ratings (Cassidy et al., 1992). 
As noted earlier, several questions arise concerning the concept of family 
expressiveness. First, the concept has been poorly defined, and it is unclear exactly which 
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dimensions are being assessed. So far, studies suggest that frequency and polarity 
(positivity/negativity) of expression may be important components (Cassidy et al .. 1992; 
Halberstadt, 1986). Preliminary data also provides support for a social appropriateness 
dimension (Cassidy et al., 1992). Thus, obtaining both observational and self-report 
measures of expressiveness will help to address these concerns. 
The Halberstadt Family Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEQ; Halberstadt. 1986) 
was originally designed as a measure of adult's perceptions about their families of origin. 
Subjects are asked to rate the frequency of various expressive behaviors in the family on 
a nine-point scale. The forty items were constructed to represent four "quadrants, • 
positive-negative affect crossed with dominant-submissive. Internal consistency, using 
Cronbach's alpha, was .84, and test-retest reliability was .88 over a ten-day period 
(Halberstadt, 1986). 
In the present study, each parent was asked to rate their own expressive behavior, 
in other words to rate the frequency with which they themselves expressed emotion in 
various situations. They were asked to repeat the questionnaires twice more, rating the 
intensity and clarity of their emotions. Each parent then rated the emotional 
expressiveness of their spouse (SFEQ), again for frequency, intensity, and clarity. 
Because the Halberstadt FEQ was used as a self-report measure rather than a 
rating of the parents' family of origin, as originally intended, the positive and negative 
subtotals used in this study were based on a factor analysis of self-report data (Cassidy 
et a!., 1992), rather than Halberstadt's original breakdown. The total FEQ score is the 
total of the positive and negative subscales, omitting the four items dropped by the factor 
analysis. (See Appendix D, Measure 3.) 
c. Child Intelligence 
To control for differences in children's intelligence which might influence 
sociometric status and/or expressive abilities, a modified version of the Wechsler 
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Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI-R; Wechsler, 1989) was administered 
to each child. 
The WPPSI-R is a newly revised measure of intelligence suited for children ages 
three to seven years old. It is comprised of twelve subtests in two general areas, verbal 
and performance (nonverbal). The five verbal subtests (Information, Comprehension, 
Arithmetic, Similarities, and Vocabulary) were administered. A verbal intelligence 
quotient (VIQ) was calculated from the five subtest scores. 
The average internal consistency reliability across all age groups for the Verbal 
Scale IQ is .95, with a test-retest reliability correlation of .89. The subtest reliability 
coefficients range from .80 (Arithmetic) to .86 (Similarities). Validity studies suggest that 
the WPPSI-R has adequate concurrent and construct validity, and yields IQ scores similar 
to the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale - 4th Edition and the McCarthy Scales of 
Children's Abilities (Wechsler, 1989). The WPPSI-R is a fair measure of general 
intelligence, with 45 percent of its variance attributed to g. The five verbal subtests are 
considered to be good measures of g, with average loadings ranging from .71 
(Vocabulary) to .79 (Information), (Sattler, 1990). 
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RESULTS 
First, the validity of the family dinner as a naturalistic context for the observation 
of family affect is examined through parent responses on the Dinner Questionnaire, which 
both parents completed following the observed dinner. Next, the dependent variables, 
peer sociometric rating and teacher ratings of child behavior, are examined for 
intercorrelational validity. In the third section, univariate correlational analyses are 
reviewed, to explore the extent to which the dependent variables are related to family 
expressiveness measures and observations of specific affect. This includes an investigation 
of the relative value of parent self-report of expressiveness versus spouse-report of 
expressiveness, in addition to the inclusion of intensity and clarity ratings of 
expressiveness and observed affect. In the final section, regression analyses, based on 
theoretical and empirical selection of variables, were conducted to determine which 
expressiveness and affect variables best predicted child sociometric status. 
Family Dinner as a Naturalistic Context for Observation 
To examine the validity of the family dinner as a naturalistic context for the 
observation of family affective exchanges, parents were asked to complete a Dinner 
Questionnaire. This included items regarding characteristics of the typical family dinner, 
rules governing dinner behavior, and estimates of the effect of the observation process 
on family members' behaviors. 
Overall, families reported dining together on a regular basis, with 63% of the 
mothers and 69% of the fathers estimating five or more family dinners per week. The 
modal length of the typical dinner was reported to be in the 15-25 minute range (53% 
of mothers and 59% of fathers), with nearly a third of both mothers and fathers 
reporting that the family spends 25 minutes or more at the dinner table. The mean 
length of dinner during the dinner observations was 22.16 minutes (ranging from 8.8 to 
37.3 minutes). Length of dinner did not correlate significantly with sociometric rating 
(r= -.25, p<.lO). 
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The number of rules surrounding dinner was not correlated with mothers' or 
fathers' affect (positive, negative, or total) toward the target child. These included rules 
regarding seating arrangement, leaving the table, reading/watching television, and taking 
phone calls. Separate analyses by sex did show a negative relationship between total 
rules and parents' positive affect toward boys (r= -.48, p<.05, fathers; -.31, p<.l5, 
mothers), but a positive relationship with mothers' positive affect toward girls (! = .32, 
p < .15). The total number of rules was not correlated with the sociometric rating for 
total subject children, though it was correlated for boys (! = .36, p < .10, mother report). 
Approximately one in five families reported having the television on every night 
during dinner, although none of the families did so during the dinner observations. Two 
thirds of the families (64% of mothers, 61% of fathers) indicated that the family rarely 
or never watches television at dinner. At least three-quarters of the families reported 
that they always talk at the dinner table about what each family member did during the 
day. All families indicated that they did so at least half of the time they dined together. 
On the whole, families did not appear to be overly concerned with the video 
cameras. As a percentage of the total observation time, families ranged from 0% • 11% 
camera/procedure references (i.e., verbal comments about camera or procedure, looking 
at camera, or making faces at the camera), with a mean of 3.4% of the total dinner 
time. This is actually an overestimate, as even a fleeting reference counted as a 15-
second block of time. In most cases, it was children who made the reference, with 
parents responding to redirect the child to the dinner activity. 
On a five-point scale (0 = very different, 5 = very much the same), both mothers 
and fathers indicated that the videotaped dinner was quite similar to a typical family 
meal (x • 4.16 and 4.24, respectively). They reported their own dinnertable behavior 
to be relatively unaffected by the observation (mean for mothers = 4.14, mean for 
fathers = 4.24 ), and rated the behavior of their spouse to be similarly unaffected (x = 
4.15 and 4.26, as rated by mother and father, respectively). Both parents reported their 
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children's behavior to be somewhat more affected, yet still within the range of typical 
dinner behavior (mother's rating, x = 3.85; father's rating, x = 4.07). 
Dependent Variables 
The outcome measures, or dependent variables, for this study included the child's 
sociometric rating by classroom peers, and teacher ratings of child characteristics (both 
acceptance/non-acceptance by peers and specific social or affective behaviors). The 
sociometric rating is the mean rating given by classmates using a three-point scale to 
indicate their enjoyment in playing with the target child, converted to a z-score within 
classroom. Teacher ratings were made on a five-point Ukert-type scale, indicating how 
the child compared with classroom peers on nine behavior variables. 
Teacher ratings of child characteristics were shown to correlate with peer 
sociometric ratings for the 50 subject children (see Table 1, page 34). The teacher rating 
of ''well-liked by peers" was only moderately correlated with sociometric rating (!=37, 
p < .01). It was noted that some teachers were unwilling to indicate that a child is less 
than well liked, though they may be willing to rate them as "not well-liked." For 
example, one teacher who rated four classrooms over a two year period, characterized 
~ child as being well liked. The correlation between sociometric rating and teacher 
rating of well-liked was higher for girls (! = .59, p < .01) and non-significant for boys (! 
= .17, p < .5). (See Table 1, page 34.) 
Teacher ratings of "not liked" were more highly correlated with sociometric rating 
(r= -.54, p<.Ol, all; -.50, p<.05, boys; -.51, p<.01, girls), as were teacher ratings of 
"prosocial" (r = .50, p<.01, all; .65, p<.Ol, boys), "verbally aggressive"(! = -.52, p<.Ol, 
all; -.61, p<.Ol, boys), "physically aggressive"(! = -.55, p<.Ol, all; -.60, p<.Ol, boys), and 
"disruptive" (r .. -.56, p<.01, all; -.59, p<.01, boys). Furthermore, these five teacher 
ratings correlated highly with each other (see Table 2, page 35). Teacher ratings of 
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Table 1. Correlations Between Teacher and Peer Sociometric Ratings 
Peer Sociometric Rating 
All ~ Girls 
T!:i!~h!:I Liked :37 .. .17 .59** 
Eating 
Not Liked -.54** -.50* -.51** 
Prosocial .so•• .65** .06 
Verbal Agg. -.52** -.61** -.14 
Physical Agg. -.55** -.60** -.19 
Disruptive -.56** -.59** -.30 
Avoidant -.23 .02 -.48* 
Whine/Pout -.03 .10 -.10 
Sad -.13 -.14 -.10 
+p< .10, *p< .05, • •p < .01 
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Table 2. Intercorrelations Among Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
NotLikd li2 YAgg PhAgg Disr:pt Avoid Whine Sad 
Liked -.62** .40** -.16 -.28+ -.31* -.46** -.33* -.41** 
NotLiked -.65** .62** .63** .64** .29* .20 .28* 
Prosoc. -.65** -.55** -.52** -.32* -.32* -.36* 
Verb. Agg. .77** .78** .03 .04 .12 
Phys. Agg. .82** .18 .22 .18 
Disrupt .02 .22 .21 
Avoidant .44** .48** 
Whine/Pout .73** 
+ p < .10, •p < .05, ••p< .01 
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"avoidant," "whiney," and "sad" did not correlate significantly with sociometric rating, with 
the exception of girls' avoidance (r = -.48, p < .05), though they did correlate with each 
other. (See Table 2, page 35). 
Correlational Analyses 
The first set of analyses addresses the extent to which children's sociometric rating 
scores and teacher ratings of classroom behavior are related to family expressiveness 
measures and observations of specific affect, and the relationship between expressiveness 
and specific affect. Since all variables were coded as continuous data, univariate Pearson 
correlations were used to assess the associations between variables. In the second set 
of analyses, hierarchical (stepwise) multiple regression analyses were conducted to assess 
the combined effects of expressiveness and affect variables on the dependent measures 
of sociometric ratings by peers and teacher. 
Expressiveness measures 
Mothers and fathers completed multiple versions of the Halberstadt Family 
Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEQ), indicating their perceptions of the frequency, 
intensity, and clarity of their positive and negative expressiveness with the family. They 
completed similar questionnaires (spouse FEQ) rating their perceptions of their partners 
along the same dimensions. 
Halberstadt Family Expressiveness Questionnaire (FEO) 
Parental emotional expressiveness was assessed using the Halberstadt Family 
Expressiveness Questionnaire (Halberstadt, 1983). The FEQ includes 40 expressiveness 
items, each rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 9 (very much). Three scores were 
calculated • positive, negative, and combined total • based on a factor analysis by Cassidy 
et al. (1992). Parents were asked to rate themselves for frequency, intensity, and clarity 
of expression, as well as rating their spouse on similar questionnaires (SFEQ). 
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There are no significant correlations between mother and father FEQ self-ratings 
of frequency, intensity, or clarity of expressiveness. It appears that these ratings represent 
independent measures of expressiveness and do not reflect a "family" measure of 
expressiveness. 
lntercorrelations between parent and spouse ratings range from -.11 to .53, the 
highest being for ratings of fathers' clarity (see Table 3, page 38). This suggests that, 
although there is a modest relationship between the two, parent and spouse are 
referencing different recollections and perceptions of expressive behavior. (See Table 3, 
page 38.) 
Expressiveness by child status 
FEO/SFEO by sociometric rating 
Correlational analyses were conducted for the purpose of examining the 
relationship between parents' reports of self- and spouse expressiveness and child's 
sociometric rating. 
Frequency. Fathers of peer-accepted children reported more frequently expressing 
positive and total emotion. (See Table 4, page 39). Mothers' ratings of fathers' positive 
expressiveness (SFEQ) were also related to children's sociometric ratings, and more 
strongly related to girls' sociometric ratings by peers. Mothers' ratings of fathers' 
negative expressiveness were in the predicted direction, though not significant (See 
Table 5, page 40.) 
Perceived maternal expressiveness was not significantly related to children's 
sociometric ratings. Mothers' ratings of their own positive expressiveness correlated in 
the predicted direction with girls' sociometric rating, while fathers' ratings (SFEQ) of 
mothers' positive expressiveness were related to boys' sociometric ratings. Neither 
estimate of mothers' negative expressiveness was related to children's sociometric ratings, 
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Table 3. lntercorrelations Between FEQ and SFEQ Expressiveness Rating 
Ei!th~r SFEO MQth~r SFEO 
(rated by mother) (rated by father) 
~ ~ Tht. ~ Neg. Tht. 
E&Q 
Frequency 
Positive .52** .11 .48** .31* -.11 .20 
Negative -.09 .14 -.01 .OS .38** .20* 
Total .40** .16 .39** .25 .14 .30* 
Intensity 
Positive .38* -.03 .27 .38* .10 .34* 
Negative .14 .26 .21 -.05 .33* .15 
Th1l!l .36* .11 .31* .24 .25 .32* 
Clarity 
PQsitive .53** .32* .49** .17 .04 .14 
Negative .40** .40** .44** .07 .21 .17 
Total .sz•• .39* .s1•• .14 .13 .17 
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Table 4. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (FEO/self-report) 
and Sociometric Rating 
Fathers Mothers 
AU ~ Girls All Boys Girls 
Frequency 
Positive .41** .46* .09 -.02 -.21 27 
Negative .01 -.09 .28 .06 .02 -.02 
Total .34* .33 27 .02 -.16 .16 
Intensity 
Positive .45** .49* .42* .06 -.09 .48* 
Negative .03 -.05 28 -.02 -.05 .10 
Total .35* .32 .44* .04 -.09 .40+ 
Clarity 
Positive .32* 27 .12 .12 .03 .36 
Negative .15 .18 .12 .08 -.01 .18 
Total .27+ .24 .14 .11 .01 .34 
+p<.lO, *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 5. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (SFEQ/spouse report) 
and Sociometric Rating 
E!!th~r SFEO Mother SFEO 
(rated by mothers) (rated by fathers) 
AU ~ Qirh AU Boys Girls 
Freqyency 
Positive .37** .28 .51** .19 .37+ -.03 
Negative -.13 -.20 -.21 .05 -.18 .33 
Total .25+ .17 .28 .20 .16 .19 
Intensity 
Positive .27+ .16 .42+ .28+ .22 .48* 
Negative -.09 -.20 -.09 -.01 -.29 .49* 
Total .17 .06 .22 .20 -.04 .61** 
Clarity 
Positive .32* .22 .31 .34* .38+ .22 
Negative .03 -.02 -.07 .08 -.04 .22 
Total .22 .14 .16 .27+ .21 .30 
+p< .10, *p< .05, **p< .01 
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with the exception of SFEQ-negative with girls' sociometric ratings, which was not in the 
predicted direction. 
Thus, fathers' positive and total expressiveness scores were related to child's 
sociometric rating, though mothers' were not. No significant relationships were found 
between negative expressiveness and sociometric rating. Associations were also found to 
vary by sex of the child. Spouse ratings of mother's expressiveness correlated more 
strongly with child ratings. Spouse ratings of negative expressiveness also showed stronger 
associations. 
Intensity. Fathers of more popular children rated themselves as being more 
intense in their expression of positive emotions and total emotions (see Table 4). 
Significant correlations were not found between self-rated intensity of negative expression 
and child's sociometric rating. When mothers rated their spouse (SFEQ-1), fathers' 
intensity of positive expressiveness correlated with daughters' sociometric ratings (see 
Table 5). 
Mothers of more popular girls rated themselves as being more intense in their 
positive expressiveness and total expressiveness. Correlations were not significant for 
total subjects, for mothers of boys, or for reports of negative expressiveness. When 
fathers rated mothers' intensity of emotional expression, significant correlations were 
found between girls' sociometric ratings and intensity of mothers' positive expressiveness, 
negative expressiveness, and total expressiveness. 
Thus, fathers' reported intensity of positive expressiveness and total expressiveness 
were correlated with sociometric rating for all children and by sex of child, while 
mothers' reported positive intensity correlated only with girls' sociometric ratings. 
Fathers' ratings of mothers' intensity of positive, negative, and total expressiveness were 
significantly correlated with girls' sociometric ratings. 
Clarity. Fathers of popular children rated themselves as being more clear in their 
expression of positive emotions (see Table 4). When mothers rated fathers' clarity (FEQ-
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C), positive correlations were found between child's sociometric rating and fathers' clarity 
of positive expressiveness for all fathers and for fathers of girls (see Table 5). 
Mothers of popular girls rated themselves as being more clear in their positive 
expressiveness and total expressiveness. When fathers rated mothers' clarity of 
expression, correlations were found between child's sociometric rating and mothers' 
positive expressiveness for total subjects and for mothers of boys. 
Thus, parents' ratings of the clarity of their positive expressiveness (FEQ-C) were 
shown to be related to children's sociometric ratings. Spouse ratings (SFEQ-C) showed 
similar correlations for subjects as a group, though mothers' ratings of fathers' clarity 
were more strongly correlated with girls' sociometric ratings and fathers' ratings of 
mothers were more strongly correlated with boys' sociometric ratings. 
Summa!)'. Fathers' frequency, intensity and clarity of positive expressiveness were 
all correlated with children's sociometric ratings by school peers. Mothers' clarity of 
positive expressiveness correlated with children's ratings, though intensity was significant 
only for girls. Parent's self-report of negative expressiveness was not significantly related 
to sociometric rating on any dimension. 
Spouse perceptions of frequency, intensity, and clarity of positive expressiveness 
were shown to correlate significantly with sociometric ratings, as well. Mothers' ratings 
of fathers were more strongly related to girls' popularity than to boys' popularity. 
Fathers' ratings of mothers' frequency and clarity of expression were more strongly 
related to boys' popularity, while intensity was more strongly related to girls' popularity. 
Negative expressiveness was significantly related to sociometric rating on intensity, and 
only for girls. 
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FEO/SFEO by teacher rating§ 
To examine the relationship between parent expressiveness and specific child 
behaviors, correlations were calculated between parent reports of self- and spouse-
expressiveness and teacher ratings of classroom behaviors. 
Frequency. Fathers' reporting high positive and total expressiveness were less 
likely to have children, particularly boys, who were descnbed as verbally or physically 
aggressive by teachers. (See Table 6, page 44.) Girls whose fathers reported more 
negative expressiveness were more likely to be rated as "not liked" and less likely to be 
described as prosocial. 
Mothers' ratings (SFEQ) of fathers' positive and total expressiveness were 
correlated with daughters' prosocial behavior and being "liked," and negatively correlated 
with girls' physical aggression, disruptiveness, avoidance, and being "not liked." (See 
Table 7, page 45.) Mothers' ratings of fathers' negative expressiveness were not 
correlated with teacher ratings of subject children. 
Mothers' with high positive and total expressiveness had daughters who were less 
physically aggressive, disruptive, or avoidant. The scores correlated positively with girls' 
ratings of "liked" and negatively with ratings of "not liked." Mothers with high negative 
expressiveness had sons who were described as more physically aggressive, disruptive, and 
"not liked." Mothers' negative expressiveness was negatively correlated with ratings of 
girls' disruptiveness and avoidant behavior. 
Fathers' ratings of mothers' positive expressiveness (SFEQ-F) correlated with 
whiney behavior, and with boys' prosocial behavior. Negative expressiveness (SFEQ) 
correlated again with boys being seen as physically aggressive and "not liked," though girls 
were seen as being Jess verbally aggressive or sad. 
44 
Table 6. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (FEQ/self-report) and Teacher Ratings 
of Child Behavior 
Not Liked -.26+ 
Prosocial .29+ 
Verbal Agg, -.32* 
-.39+ 
fhys. Agg. -.42** 
·Jl* 
Disruptive -.29+ 
Avoidant 
Whiney 
+ p< .10, •p < .05, ••p<.Ol 
All, .fu1n. G iris • 
Fathers - freq, 
.35 
-.25+ 
-.33 
-.27+ 
-.39+ 
-.35* 
-.38+ 
-.29+ 
Mothers - freq. 
.48* .38+ 
-.56** :Jl+ -.45* 
-.52** .33 -.48* 
.35 
-.47* -.38+ -.54·· 
-.25+ 
-.35+ -.37+ -.46* 
Table 7. Correlations Between Parent Expressiveness (SFEQ/spouse-report) 
and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
~ 
NQt Lik~!l 
Prosocial 
Verbal Agg. 
Ph:t§. Agg. 
Disru12tiv~ 
Avoidant 
Whiney 
~ 
31* 
.51** 
-21+ 
-.69** 
.37 
-.31* 
-.49* 
-.44* 
-.27+ 
•. so• 
+p< .10, *p< .05, ••p< .01 
All,~. Girls 
Fathers - freg. 
fug. Total 
.31 
-.45* 
-32* 
-.52** 
-.39+ 
-.39+ 
Mothers - freg. 
Pos. 
-Jfl 
M* 
32* 
.1l* 
Neg. 
-.ll 
.49* 
-.32 
35+ 
-.26+ 
-.35+ 
Total 
-.44* 
35 
-.33 
45 
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Thus, parents' self-ratings of positive expressiveness appear to be more predictive 
of child's teacher-rated behaviors for same-sex children, while negative expressiveness is 
more predictive of opposite-sex child's behavior. Again, the pattern is reversed with 
spouse ratings. Children described as aggressive and disruptive bad parents with lower 
positive expressiveness and mothers with higher negative expressiveness. Children 
described as likeable and prosocial had parents with higher positive expressiveness and 
lower negative expressiveness (with the exception of bard-to-interpret correlations on 
mother SFEQ). Girls described as aggressive and disruptive had parents who reported 
less positive expressiveness and mothers who reported less negative expressiveness. 
Avoidant girls had parents who were less expressive overall. 
Intensity. Fathers reporting higher intensity of positive and total expressiveness 
(FEQ-1) had children who were less physically aggressive, and sons who were more 
prosocial and less aggressive and disruptive. (See Table 8, page 47.) Whiney children 
had fathers who were less intense with negative expression. 
Fathers who were rated by their spouses (SFEQ-1) as being more intense with 
positive and total expressiveness had daughters who were more prosocial and less 
aggressive, disruptive, avoidant, or "not liked." (See Table 9, page 48.) Fathers who were 
rated as expressing more negative intensity had children who were less likely to be rated 
as "liked" and more likely to be seen as sad, and daughters who were described as more 
aggressive. 
Mothers who rated themselves as more intense with positive and total 
expressiveness were less likely to have daughters rated as "not liked." Mothers who had 
higher negative intensity were more likely to have children, particularly sons, who were 
described as aggressive and "not liked." They had sons who were more disruptive, but 
daughters who were less disruptive. 
Mothers rated by their spouses as intense on positive expression had sons 
described as prosocial, whiney, or sad, but daughters who were less prosocial and more 
physically aggressive. Mothers rated as more intense with negative expression had sons 
Table 8. Correlations Between Intensity of Parent Expressiveness (FEQ-I/self-report) 
and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
~ 
L.ikd 
Not Liked 
Prosocial .27+ 
&* 
Verbal Agg. -&· 
Phys. Agg. -.32* 
- 46* 
"-'-"' 
Disruptive 
Avoidant 
Whiney 
+p<.lO, *p<.05, ••p<.Ol 
All, fim, G iris 
Fathers - int. 
~ Th1l!l 
M* 
-M 
-.29+ 
-.42* 
-.32 
-.32* 
-J.Q+ 
-.38+ 
Mothers - int, 
~ Neg. Total 
-~ 
-.39+ .39+ -.39+ 
M 
.34* .25+ 
.51" .35+ 
.25+ 
.46" ~ 
-.36+ -.36+ 
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Table 9. Correlations Between Intensity of Parent Expressiveness 
(SFEQ-1/spouse-report) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
fQ§., 
~ 
NQl Like!l -.45* 
Pmsocial .38 
Verbal Agg. 
Phys. Agg. 
Disruptive 
AvQidant -.40+ 
Whiney 
+p<.lO, *p<.05, **p<.Ol 
All, ~. Girls 
Fathers - int. 
Neg. 
-.30* 
-M* 
-.30 
.34* 
~+ 
Total 
-.35 
Pos. 
.31 
-.37 
.30 
.31 * 
.12* 
.26+ 
J2+ 
Mothers - int. 
~ Total 
-~+ -~ 
.35 .33 
.48* 
-.49* 
-.37+ 
-21+ 
-.41+ 
-.25+ 
-.33 
-.28+ 
-.49* 
48 
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who were more physically aggressive and "not liked." However, their daughters were 
seen as less verbally aggressive, avoidant, whiney, sad, or "not liked" 
Thus, boys' prosocial behavior was related to both parents' intensity of positive 
expression. Boys' aggression and disruptiveness were negatively related to fathers' intensity 
of positive and total expressiveness and positively related to mothers' negative intensity. 
Girls' likability and prosocial behavior were positively correlated with intensity of 
mothers' positive and total expressiveness, and inversely correlated with fathers' negative 
expression. Girls' aggressive and disruptive behaviors were most strongly related to 
mothers' ratings of fathers' low positive and total intensity. Parents' self-ratings of 
intensity were more strongly related to boys' behavior ratings, while spouse-ratings of 
intensity were somewhat more predictive of girls' behaviors. 
Clarity. Parents' ratings of the clarity of their expression were primarily related 
to teacher ratings of girls' behaviors. 
Fathers who reported being more clear in their expressiveness, whether positive 
or negative, were less likely to have physically aggressive children - both boys and girls. 
(See Table 10, page 50.) Fathers who described themselves as more clear with negative 
and total expressiveness had daughters who were rated as being less disruptive, avoidant, 
whiney, or sad. 
Mother ratings of fathers' clarity of positive expressiveness (and, for the most part, 
total expressiveness) were correlated in the expected directions for all teacher ratings of 
girls' behaviors. (See Table 11, page 51.) Fathers who were more clear with negative 
expression also had daughters who were less physically aggressive. 
Mothers who reported higher clarity of positive and total expressiveness bad 
daughters who were rated as being more liked and less verbally aggressive, physically 
aggressive, disruptive, or avoidant. Mothers who reported higher clarity of negative 
expression had daughters rated as being more prosocial, and less verbally aggressive, 
physically aggressive, disruptive, avoidant, whiney, or sad. Thus, maternal clarity of both 
Table 10. Correlations Between Clarity of Parent Expressiveness 
(FEO-C/self-rating) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
fQs.. 
Liked .26+ 
Not Liked 
PrQsQgl!l 27+ 
V~rbal Agg, 
Phy~,Agg, -.49** 
·&* 
-.33 
Disruptive 
Avoidant 
Whiney 
Sill! 
+p< .10, *p< .05, **p< .01 
All, Boys, G iris 
Fathers - clar. 
~ Th!.al 
-.37* -.47** 
-.12+ -.44* 
-.45* -.48* 
-.34 -.34 
-.29+ -29+ 
-.44* -.45* 
-.27+ 
-.49* -.45* 
-.32* 
-.48* -.42+ 
Mothers - clar. 
fQs.. ~ Total 
.35 
-.49* -.41+ 
.28+ 27+ 
.67** .56* 
.. so• -.47* -.61** 
-.45* -.48* -.57** 
-.69** -.40+ -.69** 
-.41+ -.32 -.46* 
-.35 
-.33 
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Table 11. Correlations Between Oarity of Parent Expressiveness 
(SFEQ-C /spouse-report) and Teacher Ratings of Child Behavior 
Fathers - clar. Mothers - clar. 
~ .tkg. Total ~ Neg. Total 
LiW .30 -~ .43+ .43+ .58** 
Not Liked -.35 
Proso!,;ii!l .37 .31 JQ 
-.35 
Verbal Agg, -.27+ -.28+ -.26+ 
-.32 -,43• -.31 
rh:x:s. Agg, -.38• -.26+ -,36• 
-.60** -.49* -.60** 
Disruotive -.SO* -.43+ -.31* -.29+ 
-.33 
-.35 -.41+ -.52* 
Avoidant -.37+ -.35 
Whiney -.53* -.47* .32* -.32* M* -.40+ 
-.42+ -.31 .30* -.30+ 
..il+ -.48* 
+p<.lO, *p<.OS, **p<.Ol 
All, Boys, Girls 
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positive and negative expression appears to be strongly related to teacher perceptions 
of girls', but not boys', behaviors at school. 
Mothers who were rated by their spouses (SFEQ) as being more clear in their 
positive and expressiveness had children who were less disruptive. They had sons who 
were described as more prosocial and less verbally aggressive. Their daughters were seen 
as more liked but less prosocial. Mothers who were rated as more clear with negative 
expression had daughters who were seen as more liked and Jess disruptive, whiney, or 
sad. 
Thus, both parents' clarity of expression (positive, negative, and total) was related 
to virtually all teacher ratings of girls' behaviors. Boys' behaviors are most strongly 
correlated with fathers' ratings of mothers' positive clarity. Parents who are more clear 
with positive and negative expression have children who are less physically aggressive. 
Summazy. Correlations between ratings of frequency, intensity, and clarity of 
parent expressiveness and teacher ratings of children's behaviors were in the expected 
directions. Both self and spouse ratings of expressiveness were useful in predicting 
teacher ratings. Children's likability and prosocial behavior were related to high 
frequency and intensity of parents' positive expressiveness, and low frequency and 
intensity of negative expressiveness, as well as to high clarity of all expression. Children's 
disruptive and aggressive behaviors were related to low frequency and intensity of 
parents' positive expressiveness, low maternal frequency of negative expressiveness, and 
low clarity of parental expressiveness. 
Parents' self ratings of the frequency of expressiveness were more predictive of 
teacher ratings of same-sex children, while spouse ratings were more predictive for 
opposite-sex children. Self ratings of intensity for both parents were more predictive of 
boys' teacher ratings, while spouse ratings were more predictive for girls. Parents self 
ratings of clarity of expression were primarily related to teacher ratings of girls' 
behaviors. 
53 
Naturalistic observations of affect 
Affect was measured across twelve categories, which included questioning, humor, 
affection/ caring (excluded from these analyses), surprise, happy, neutral. low-level 
negative, anger, disgust, whining, sadness, and anxiousness. Other-directed affect was 
coded dyadically (mother-child, father-child, mother-father, father-mother) along 
dimensions of frequency, intensity, and clarity. Univariate correlations were calculated 
between affect and sociometric rating, teacher ratings, and expressiveness measures. 
Specific affect by sociometric rating 
Correlational analyses were conducted for the purpose of examining the 
relationship between specific parental affect and children's sociometric ratings by 
classroom peers. (See Table 12, page 54.) 
Children with higher sociometric ratings received less angry affect from their 
fathers. Popular boys received more neutral affect and fewer looks of surprise from 
fathers, while popular girls received more happy affect. Fathers' affect toward mothers 
was correlated less than .3 with child's sociometric rating, with the exception of happy 
affect toward mothers of girls. 
Popular boys also received less angry and surprised affect from mothers, though 
they received more low-level negative and disgust Popular girls received less neutral 
affect from mothers. Mothers' affect toward fathers did not correlate with children's 
sociometric ratings above .30. 
Specific affect by teacher ratings 
Relationships were found between specific parental affect and teacher ratings of 
children's behaviors in the classroom: 
Parent-to-parent affect correlated more strongly with teacher ratings of child 
behavior than did parent-to-child affect, which correlated more highly with sociometric 
Table 12. Specific Affect by Sociometric Rating 
Father 
to Child 
Ouest ion 
Humor 
SY!J2riS!:l -..ll 
Happy .33+ 
N~utral 
Negative 
Angzy -.34* 
-.36+ 
Disgyst 
+p<.lO, *p< .OS, **p<.Ol 
All, ~. Girls 
Mother 
to Child 
-.35* 
-]1+ 
-.42* 
J.a+ 
-&· 
42* 
'-'= 
Father Mother 
to Mother to Father 
n.s. 
.28+ 
.25+ 
.32 
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rating. The following summary (see Table 13, page 56; and Table 14, page 57) does not 
include attentive affect (questioning and neutral}, as these were common but did not 
meaningfully distinguish between various ratings. 
"Liked." Boys who were rated as "well liked" received more negative and disgust 
affect from mothers, and less happy and humor affect from father. (As noted elsewhere, 
teacher ratings of being characterized as "liked" may be less reliable than other teacher 
ratings, which may account for some of the unexpected findings.) Girls rated as "well 
liked" received more happy affect from fathers, as did their mothers. Their fathers 
directed less negative affect toward mothers. 
"Not liked." Fathers of children rated as "not liked" showed less happy affect 
toward mothers. "Not liked" girls received more low-level negative affect from fathers. 
Parents of girls rated as "not liked" exchanged less happy affect, and mothers directed 
less humor toward fathers. 
"Prosocial. • Mothers of prosocial girls expressed more humor and happy affect 
toward fathers. As seen above, with ratings of "liked," prosocial boys received more 
negative and disgust affect from mothers. Prosocial girls received less surprise affect 
from mothers. 
"Verbal and physical aggression." Verbally aggressive children had mothers who 
expressed more negative affect toward fathers, and fathers likewise expressed less happy 
affect toward mothers. Verbally aggressive boys had mothers who expressed more disgust 
toward fathers, and fathers who directed more negative affect and less happy affect 
toward mothers. Verbally aggressive girls received more negative affect from fathers and 
more surprise affect from mothers. 
Fathers who expressed happy affect toward their spouse were less likely to have 
physically aggressive children. 
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Table 13. Specific Affect (parent • to • child) by Teacher Ratings 
Fi!ther !Q Chilg Affect 
Q1 Hum SY.m. lim! lliill Neg. An g. Disg 
Liked ·M* ·JJ 
.43• 
NotLiked .35+ 
Prosocial -.30 
V,Agg, ·..18+ .28+ .26+ 
.41• .33+ 
Phy.Agg. -.40+ 
Disrupt, 
Avoid. .33 
Whin!< ..M -.24+ 
-.43• -.43* 
-.32 -.Jl+ 
Q1 Hum S!!.m. 
Mother to Child Affect 
Hap Neut Neg. An g. Disg 
Likeg -.38+ .J2+ .27+ 
~+ 
NotLik!<Q .29* .40* 
.47* 
PrQSO!;ial ·.33* -.29+ 
·.34 -.39+ JJ ~ 
V.Agg. .44• 
Phy.Agg, .30* 
Disrupt .33* .65** 
AYQig, .35* ·..18+ 
.42* .38+ 
Whin!< .41"* .35* .38** 
M* &* .iQ+ 
.31 .37+ .so•• 
Sill! .32 .34* 
.53** 
+p<.lO, *p<.05, ••p<.Ol; All,~. Girls 
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Table 14. Specific Affect (parent - to - parent) by Teacher Ratings 
Fi!th!;r 12 Moth!;r Affect 
Q1 Hum SYm.. H.i!l! ~ .&g. Ang. Disg 
Likcl .27+ 
.46* -.43* 
NotLik!;g -.n -.31* 
-.47* 
frosocial .26+ .25+ .32" 
49" 
""'""" 
J.Q+ ~ 
V,Agg, -.33" -21+ .26+ 
·..l1+ ,JQ 
Phy.Agg, -.30" 
Disru12t. -,JQ -.36* 
-.37+ 
Avoid, ·M -.38+ 
' Whin!; -.24+ -.31 -.29* 
-.34+ -.40* 
Sad 
Mother to Fi!ther Affect 
Q1 Hum S!!.m. Ha12 Neut Neg. Ang, Disg 
~ 
NotLikeg -.33 
ProsQcii!l .30 
V.Agg, .36+ .32" 
.30 ,JQ 
fhy.Agg, 
Disru12t -.30* ..l1 
-.36+ 
Avoid, -.25+ 
-jQ• -.n 
Wbjn!; ~+ -.30 
Sill! -.24+ -.28+ 
-.30 
+p<.lO, "p<.OS, ••p<.Ol; AI~ .llilY§. Girls 
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"Disruptive." Disruptive behavior at school was negatively correlated with fathers' 
happy affect toward mothers. Mothers of disruptive boys expressed more disgust toward 
fathers. 
"Avoid." Boys who were described as avoidant received more surprise and happy 
affect from fathers. Their families exchanged less low-level negative affect from mother 
to child, mother to father, and father to mother, disgust from mother to father, and 
humor from father to mother. 
"Whine." Whiney behavior at school was associated with humor from mothers. 
Whiney girls had parents who exchanged less happy affect, and they received more low-
level negative affect from mothers. Whiney boys received less low-level negative affect 
from fathers. 
".srul." Children, particularly girls, who were rated as looking sad at school were 
more likely to receive angry affect from mothers. Sad boys received less low-level 
negative affect from fathers. 
Thus, affect exchanged between parents (excluding attentive, i.e., questioning and 
neutral affect) was more significantly related to teacher ratings of child behaviors at 
school than was parent affect directed toward children. 
Summary. As expected, positive ratings and prosocial behaviors were generally 
related to positive affect exchanges within the family, though boys appeared to benefit 
from exposure to moderate levels of negative affect. Aggressive and disruptive behaviors 
were associated with high levels of negative affective exchanges and low levels of happy 
affect between parents. Avoidant child behaviors were found to be related to low levels 
of negative and humorous affect in the family. 
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Specific affect by FEO/SFEO 
Correlational analyses were used to assess the relationship between specific 
parental affect and parent reports of self- and spouse expressiveness. (See Table 15, 
page 60; and Table 16, page 61.) 
Questioning behavior and neutral affect from father to child, both measures of 
attentiveness, are both significantly correlated with fathers' positive expressiveness. 
Questioning is more strongly related for boys, while neutral affect is a better correlate 
for girls. Fathers' questioning affect toward their spouses is also significantly correlated 
with the FEQ-positive subscore for total subjects and fathers of boys. Fathers who report 
high negative expressiveness also showed more humor and happy affect toward sons. 
When mothers rated fathers using the SFEQ, fathers' positive and total 
expressiveness correlated with questioning toward children and toward spouses. Fathers 
rated high on positive expressiveness showed more humor affect toward girls, toward 
mothers of boys, and mothers of girls, but less humor toward mothers of boys. They also 
expressed more happy affect toward mothers of girls. Fathers rated as high in negative 
expressiveness expressed more neutral and negative affect toward girls, and less humor 
toward mothers of boys. 
Thus, both self and spouse ratings of fathers' expressiveness were related to 
fathers' attentive behaviors toward children and mothers. In addition, the spouse ratings 
were more strongly associated with specific affect (humor and happy), particularly for 
fathers of girls. 
Mothers who reported higher levels of positive expressiveness showed less negative, 
angry and, unexpectedly, happy affect toward sons. They directed more questioning and 
disgust toward fathers of boys, and less anger. They were more likely to show humor 
toward daughters, but were less likely to direct neutral and disgust affect toward fathers 
of girls. Mothers who reported higher levels of negative expressiveness were observed 
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Table 15. Correlations Between Observed Affect and Parent Expressiveness Ratings (FEQ) 
Fath~[ FEO MQther FEO 
~ I.Q.till ~ Neg. TQtal 
to child: 
Ou~stiQ!l .36** .32* .37+ 
.A8* &* -.39+ 
Humor AQ+ .32 -.35+ 
Surprise 
Happy Al+ ·21+ -21+ 
-A.Q* -.35+ -.46* 
N~ytrllJ .30* .25+ -.34 
~ 
.47• .36+ 
Negative -Jl.* -34 
Anger -.33 -d8.+ -.45* 
-.34 
Disgyst 
Father FEO Mother FEO 
Neg. Total Pos. Neg. Total 
< 
Pos. 
. 
to parent: ' ; 
.28+ 
; 
Ouestion 31** 32* 30* ' 
~·· 42* .41+ 39+ l "-= 
Humor 
Surprise -.32 -.31 
.36+ .28 
Happy .24+ -25+ 
-.35+ 
N~ytr!ll -.38+ 
N~g!ltiv~ .46• .32 
Ang!;[ -AQ+ 24+ 
Disgust J2 
-.38+ -.36+ 
+p<.lO, *p<.OS, **p<.Ol; All, ful)§, Girls 
Table 16. Correlations Between Observed Affect and Parent Expressiveness Ratings 
(SFEQ - rated by spouse) 
to child: 
Question 
Humor 
Surprise 
Happy 
Neutral 
Negative 
Anger 
Disgust 
to parent: 
Ouestion 
Humor 
Surprise 
Happy 
Neutral 
Negative 
Anger 
Disgust 
E;Hh~r SFEO 
~ fug. TQtal ~ 
.35* .29* 
~+ J2 
.34+ 
.43* .31 .49* 
..12* 
.32 
.34+ .41* 
.44• 
-d.Q+ 
F1!ther SFEO 
Pos. Neg. Total Pos. 
.44** .33* 
j_l* ..!Q+ 
-.n -.!1+ -..!Q+ 
-.n 
-.43** 
-.66** 
+p<.lO, *p<.05, **p<.Ol; All,~. Girls 
MQther SFEO 
fug. Total 
.35* 
-.47* .J! 
-.41* 
-.31 
-.52* 
.33 
-.35 
Mother SFEO 
Neg. Total 
.35+ 
-.48• 
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to show more questioning and less anger toward sons, and less surprise toward fathers 
of boys. They showed less questioning, humor, happy, and neutral affect toward girls. 
They directed more surprise and negative affect toward fathers of girls, and less happy 
affect. 
Mothers who were rated by their spouse to be higher on positive and total 
expressiveness directed more humor and less anger toward boys, and more happy affect 
toward girls (positive only). They addressed less disgust affect toward fathers, particularly 
fathers of girls, and less low-level negative affect toward fathers of boys. Mothers who 
were rated as being higher on negative expressiveness directed more negative affect 
toward boys, and less humor, happy, and neutral affect toward girls. They showed more 
surprise toward fathers of girls, and less surprise toward fathers of boys. 
Overall, mothers who were rated by self or spouse as being high on positive 
expressiveness were observed to show less anger toward sons and more positive affect 
toward daughters. They showed less negative-spectrum affect toward fathers. High 
negative affect was associated with less positive and attentive affect toward girls. Father 
ratings (SFEQ-F) of mothers' expressiveness were less correlated with observations of 
negative affect from mother to father than mothers' ratings of their own expressiveness. 
Summary. To summarize the relationships between ratings of parent 
expressiveness and observed affect, self and spouse ratings of fathers' expressiveness were 
consistently related to fathers' attentive affect (i.e., questioning and neutral). Spouse 
ratings were more strongly correlated with fathers' specific affect, particularly for fathers 
of girls. Mothers' positive expressiveness was related to lower negative affect toward sons 
and higher positive affect toward daughters. High negative affect was associated with less 
positive and attentive affect toward girls. 
" i 
.. 
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Regression Analyses 
Regression analyses were conducted to address the following questions: 
1. How does observed affect predict to self-report expressiveness measures? 
2. Do intensity and clarity ratings of expressiveness add to the prediction of child 
sociometric rating beyond frequency ratings? 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Do spouse ratings add predictive information beyond self-ratings of expressiveness? 
Can child sociometric ratings be predicted from observed family affect? 
How do maternal and paternal expressiveness and affect variables combine to 
predict child's sociometric status? 
1. How does observed affect predict to self-report expressiveness measures? 
The Pearson correlations calculated between specific parental affect and the 
Halberstadt frequency FEQ, both parent and spouse ratings, were used to select the best 
subset of affect predictors of each measure of parent expressiveness (mother/father, 
FEQ/SFEQ). These best predictors were then entered into stepwise regression analyses 
to determine which affect measures were predictive of parent expressiveness. 
Father. Frequency of fathers' positive expressiveness (see Table 17, page 64) was 
best predicted by attentive affect, for all children and for boys alone. The combination 
of high questioning affect toward mothers and high neutral affect toward children 
predicted sociometric rating for total subjects (E=7.25, p<.OOS; MultR=.460, 
adjR2=.177), while questioning affect from both father to child and father to mother 
predicted best to boys' sociometric rating (1:=9.582, p<.002; MultR=.70, adjR2=.438). 
No significant predictors were found for girls alone. No significant affective predictors 
were found for fathers' negative expressiveness total. Expressiveness total (positive plus 
negative) was predicted for all children and for boys by questioning affect from father 
to child. 
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Table 17. Father Affect Regressed on Expressiveness (stepwise) 
fi!ths;r fEO-~QSi!h:s; MyltR adjR2 ...E.. ~ 
All 
1. Question (father to mother) .37 .117 125 .01 
2. Neutral (father to child) .46 .177 6.04 .005 
~ 
1. Question (father to mother) .58 .301 10.49 .005 
2. Question (father to child) .70 .438 9.582 .002 
Girls 
(None) 
Father FEO-negativ~ 
(None) 
Fath~r FEO-total 
All/Boys 
1. Question (father to child) .43 .146 4.76 .05 
Q.i.ili 
(None) 
Fi!th~r SEE0-I1Q~itive MultR adjR2 ...E.. ~ 
(mother rates father) 
All 
1. Question (father to mother) .43 .175 10.97 .002 
lkln • 
1. Question (father to mother) .53 242 8.01 .01 ' ' . 
2. Humor (father to mother) .66 .373 7.54 .004 . 
Girls 
1. Humor (father to child) .43 .148 5.16 .04 
Father SFEO-negativ~ 
All/Boys 
(None) 
Girls 
1. Negative (father to child) .44 .155 5.395 .03 
Ei!ther SFEO-!Qti!l 
All 
1. Question (father to mother) 
Boys 
.33 .086 5.44 .03 
(None) 
Q.i.ili 7.37 .02 1. Humor (father to child) .49 .210 
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Mothers' ratings of fathers' positive expressiveness were best predicted by fathers' 
questioning affect toward mother (.E=10.97, p<.002; MultR=.439, adjR2=.175). For 
fathers of boys, the addition of low humor affect toward mothers increased adjR2 to :37. 
For fathers of girls, positive expressiveness was best predicted only by humor toward child 
(adjR2=.148), as was total expressiveness (adjR2=.210). Fathers' negative expressiveness 
was best predicted by negative affect from father to child, for fathers of girls only 
(.E=5.39, p<.03; MultR=.436, adjR2=.155). 
Mother. Frequency of positive expressiveness, for mothers of boys only, was best 
predicted by a combination of low mother-to-child negative affect, low mother-to-child 
happy affect, and low mother-to-father anger (see Table 18, page 66). Subsequent 
removal of the mother-child negative affect in the stepwise regression improved the 
significance level, though it resulted in a small decrease in adjusted R2. No significant 
predictors were found for mothers of girls or for total subjects. 
Frequency of negative expressiveness, for mothers of girls, was best predicted by 
high levels of negative affect exchanges from mother to father (F=6.03, p<.03; MultR 
= .46, adjR2 = .179). No significant predictors were found for mothers of boys or for 
total subjects. Frequency of mothers' total expressiveness was best predicted by low 
levels of happy affect expressed toward sons (F=5.56, p<.03; MultR = .46, adjR2 =.172). 
No significant predictors were found for mothers of girls or for total subjects. 
Fathers' ratings of mothers' positive expressiveness (SFEQ) were best predicted 
by low rates of disgust affect expressed from mother to father, for all children and for 
girls. For mothers of boys, humor toward boys predicted to higher sociometric ratings. 
2. Po intensity and clarity ratings add to the predictiveness of sociometric rating? 
The Halberstadt FEQ scores were regressed on sociometric rating to determine 
whether the intensity and clarity ratings added predictive information beyond that 
accounted for by the original frequency measure. Only the positive subscores were used, 
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Table 18. Mother Affect Regressed on Expressiveness (stepwise) 
MQ!h!:[ [EO-I;!QSiliv~ MyltR adjR2 E ~ 
All 
(None) 
~ 
1. Negative (mother to child) .47 .183 5.94 .02 
2. Happy (mother to child) .61 .303 5.19 .01 
3. Anger (mother to father) .73 .465 7.38 .002 
4. (removed negative) .70 .433 9.39 .001 
Qirh 
(None) 
MQth!:r FEO-negativ~ 
All/Boys 
(None) 
Qirh 
1. Negative (mother to father) .46 .179 6.03 .02 
Mother EEO-total 
All 
(None) ~!? 
Boys 
.. 
. ,. 
1. Happy (mother to child) .46 .172 556 .03 
if! 
... 
. ,.; 
Qirh " 
(None) :5 ·-~ 
H! 
.. 
Mother SFEO-pQsitive MultR adjR2 E ~ 
~,~ 
" .. (father rates mother) -~ 
All 
.. 
--~ 
1. Disgust (mother to father) .43 .164 10.07 .003 '• 
Boys .. 
1. Humor (mother to child) .46 .169 5.49 .03 " • ;~ 
Girls . 
1. Disgust (mother to father) .66 .415 17.34 .004 't .~ 
-: 
" .. 
Moth!:r SFEO-negativ~ 
All 
1. Neutral (mother to child) .31 .075 4.74 .03 
2. Negative (mother to child) .43 .150 5.05 .01 
~ (None) 
Qiill 
1. Neutral (mother to child) .52 .232 7.95 .01 
2. Humor (mother to child) .64 .355 7.32 .004 
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as previous analyses had demonstrated insignificant relationships between negative 
subscores and sociometric rating. (FEQ total scores do not meet the minimum tolerance 
levels to be included in the regression equations, as the variance is accounted for by the 
positive and negative subtotals.) 
For both mothers and fathers, FEQ-frequency was entered first into a forced 
regression on sociometric rating. Intensity and clarity scores were entered next, first 
trying one combination, then the reverse. (See Table 19, page 68.) For fathers, the 
'j 
' . 
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Table 19. Expressiveness Ratings Regressed on Sociometric Rating 
Father FEO - (forced entty) MultR adjR2 E ..P..S-
1. Frequency - positive .41 .146 8.32 .006 
2 Intensity - positive .48 .196 6.25 .004 
3. Clarity - positive .49 .187 429 .010 
f;!th~;r SFEO - (fQr~;~;g ~;ntty) MultR adjR2 E ..P..S-
(mother rates father) 
1. Frequency - positive .37 .115 6.60 .02 
2. Clarity - positive• .37 .094 3.23 .05 
3. Intensity - positive• .37 .071 210 .12 
( • interchangeable) 
Mother FEO - (forced entty) MultR adjR2 F ..P..S-
1. Frequency - positive .02 -.023 .012 1.0 
2 Clarity - positive .19 -.011 .750 .5 
3. Intensity - positive .19 -.037 .491 .7 
Mother SFEO - (forced entzy) MultR adjR2 F ..P..S-
(father rates mother) 
1. Frequency - positive .19 .012 1.51 25 
2. Clarity - positive .35 .074 2.65 .08 
3. Intensity - positive .35 .050 1.72 .20 
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addition of the intensity score increased R2 by .05, with no significant increase when 
clarity was added. Mothers' ratings of fathers frequency were Jess predictive of 
sociometric rating than fathers' self-ratings. and the intensity and clarity ratings added 
nothing to the prediction of sociometric rating. For mothers, no significant relationships 
were found between self ratings of frequency, intensity, or clarity of expressiveness and 
child's sociometric rating. Fathers' ratings of mothers' frequency of expressiveness were 
not significantly predictive of sociometric rating. Clarity ratings did improve R2, though 
not beyond the level of entering clarity alone. 
When FEQ-positive frequency, intensity, and clarity were entered into a stepwise 
regression on sociometric rating, fathers' intensity was the single predictor emerging for 
all subjects (F=10.74, p<.003; MultR=.45, adjR2=.185) and for boys (.E=6.16, p<.03; 
MultR=.49, adjR2=.197), with none for girls. Mothers' intensity was the single predictor 
for girls (.E=5.61, p<.03; MultR=.48, adjR2=.187), with none for boys or for total 
subjects. 
In contrast, when spouse FEQ scores (SFEQ) were regressed on sociometric rating, 
mothers' ratings of fathers' frequency of expressiveness were the best predictor for all 
subjects (.E=6.60, p<.02; MultR=37, adjR2=.115) and for girls (.E=6.79, p<.02; 
MultR=.Sl, adjR2=.224), with no SFEQ predictor for boys. Fathers' SFEQ ratings of 
mothers' clarity were the best predictor for all subjects (.E=5.12, p<.03; MultR=34, 
adjR2=.091), while intensity was the best predictor for girls (.E=5.65, p<.03; MultR=.49, 
adjR2 = .197). 
3. Self-ratings vs. spouse-ratings of expressiveness 
Regression analyses of self- and spouse-ratings of expressiveness were incorporated 
into the above section which addressed the predictiveness of specific affect to measures 
of parent expressiveness. It was shown that spouse ratings of parent expressiveness are 
predicted by different combinations of parent affect than are self-ratings of expressiveness. 
l 
I 
l 
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4. Can child sociometric ratings be predicted by observed parental affect? 
Father. Sociometric rating was best predicted by fathers' anger toward all children 
(£=6.633, p<.02; MultR=.34, adjR2=.10). Children with higher sociometric ratings 
received less anger affect from their fathers. Significant predictors were not found by 
sex. Father-to-mother affect did not significantly predict to sociometric rating. 
Mother. Children's sociometric ratings were best predicted by mothers' surprise 
affect toward children. Boys' ratings were best predicted by mothers' anger and negative 
affect Boys with higher sociometric ratings received less anger affect and more low-level 
negative affect from mothers. Girls' ratings were best predicted by lower levels of 
neutral affect from mother. Mother-to-father affect did not significantly contribute to the 
prediction of child's sociometric rating. (See Table 20, this page.) 
Table 20. Maternal Affect Regressed on Child Sociometric Rating 
MultR adjR2 ...E. ...ns_ 
All 
1. Surprise (mother to child) .35 .10 6.35 .02 
Boys 
.17 5.62 .03 1. Anger (mother to child) .45 
2. Negative (mother to child) 59 29 5.69 .01 
Girls 
1. Neutral (mother to child) .42 .14 5.06 .03 
5. How do maternal and paternal expressiveness and affect combine to predict 
sociometric rating? 
Stepwise regressions were conducted to determine a best set of expressiveness and 
affect variables to predict child's sociometric rating. (See Table 21, page 71). The 
selection of a suitable number of regression variables was guided by theoretical 
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Table 21. Expressiveness and Affect Regressed on Sociometric Rating 
Fathers (all) • stepwise MultR adjR2 .E ~ 
1. FEQ • positive intensity .45 .185 1125 .002 
2. Surprise (father to mother) .53 25 8.6 .0007 
Fathers (bo.ys) • stepwise 
1. FEQ • positive intensity .48 .19 6.46 .02 
Fathers (girls) • stepwise 
1. FEQ • positive intensity .42 .13 4.39 .05 
Mothers (am . stepwise 
1. Surprise (mother to child) .35 .098 5.54 .03 
Mothers Cboys) - stepwise 
1. Anger (mother to child) .45 .159 4.60 .05 
Mothers (girls) • stepwise 
1. FEQ • positive intensity .48 .189 5.91 .03 
2. Neutral (mother to child) .63 .328 6.12 .01 
3. Negative (mother to father) .73 .455 6.86 .00 
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assumptions and the univariate correlations reported above. Variables entered into the 
regression included FEQ positive expressiveness (selection of frequency, intensity and/or 
clarity was determined by the regression equations obtained in section 2 above), and 
selected affect variables. 
Fathers. Using father variables alone, child's sociometric rating was best predicted 
by a combination of fathers' self-reported intensity of positive expressiveness and observed 
surprise affect from father to mother CE=8.6, p<.0007; MultR=.53, adjR2=.25). 
Children with higher sociometric ratings had fathers who reported higher intensity of 
positive expressiveness and directed more surprise affect toward mothers of subject 
children. For boys and girls separately, fathers' reported intensity of positive 
expressiveness was the single best predictor of sociometric rating. 
Mothers. Girls' sociometric ratings were best predicted by a combination of 
mother variables, which included mothers' self-reported intensity of positive 
expressiveness, neutral affect from mother to child, and negative affect from mother to :, 
father (E= 6.86, p<.003; MultR=.73, adjR2=.455). Girls with higher sociometric ratings 
had mothers who reported higher intensity of positive expressiveness, and who directed 
less neutral affect toward daughters and less negative affect toward the fathers of girls. 
For boys, maternal predictors were limited to observed anger from mother to child 
(E=4.60, p<.OS; MultR=.45, adjR2=.159). More popular boys received lower levels of 
angry affect from their mothers. 
Combined mother and father variables. The combination of mother and father 
variables yielded regression equations similar to those above. (See Table 22, page 73.) 
Sociometric rating for total subject children was best predicted by a combination of 
fathers' self-reported positive intensity, mothers' surprise affect toward children, and 
fathers' surprise affect toward mothers (E=7.81, p<.0003; MultR=.60, adjR2=32). 
Children with higher sociometric ratings had fathers who reported higher intensity of 
positive expressiveness, mothers who directed less surprise affect toward children, and 
fathers who directed more surprise affect toward mothers. 
Table 22. Combined Parent Variables Regressed on Sociometric Rating 
Nl • (stepwise) 
1. Father FEQ • pos. intensity 
2. Surprise (mother to child) 
3. Surprise (father to mother) 
Boys· (stepwise) 
1. Father FEQ • positive intensity 
2. Anger (mother to child) 
Girls • (stepwise) 
1. Mother FEQ • pos. intensity 
2. Neutral (mother to child) 
3. Negative (mother to father) 
MultR 
.45 
.55 
.60 
.48 
.65 
.48 
.63 
.73 
adjR2 E. 
.185 10.99 
.26 8.92 
.32 7.81 
.20 
.37 
.19 
.33 
.46 
6.4 
7.49 
5.91 
6.12 
6.86 
~ 
.002 
.0006 
.0003 
.02 
.004 
.02 
.009 
.003 
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Girls' sociometric ratings were, again, best predicted by a combination of mothers' 
self-reported positive intensity, neutral affect directed toward daughters, and negative 
affect directed toward fathers. Girls with higher sociometric ratings had mothers who 
reported greater intensity of positive expressiveness, lower levels of neutral affect directed 
from mothers to daughters, and lower levels of negative affect directed from mothers to 
fathers. 
Boys' sociometric ratings were best predicted by a combination of father and 
mother variables, including fathers' self-reported intensity of positive expressiveness, and 
mothers' negative affect toward sons. Boys with higher sociometric ratings had fathers 
who reported higher levels of positive intensity, and mothers who directed higher levels 
of negative affect toward sons. 
Exploratory Analyses of Intensity and Oarity Ratings of Affect 
Correlations between the FEO-I/SFEQ-1 and ratings of modal and peak intensity 
of observed affect, and the FEO-C/SFEQ-C and ratings of clarity of observed affect 
should be viewed as preliminary, since intensity and clarity could only be coded for affect 
which was present, not absent, resulting in a small number of valid correlational pairs 
in some instances (for example, with anger and disgust). In addition, weaknesses within 
the coding system were discovered which, while useful in re-thinking the coding system, 
resulted in less than optimal results at the present time. 
It should also be noted that the concept of an intensity rating is confounded with 
the fact that the various categories of affect are, to a large extent, differentiated by 
degrees of intensity. For example, the difference between low-level negative affect and 
angry affect is primarily one of intensity, and to some extent clarity. Laughter is, 
likewise, often an extension of low-level positive affect. 
' 
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The following summary is meant to present trends which were found in the data, 
and includes only those correlations with p-values of .35 or less, at least four subjects, 
and only those for total subjects, ie., not broken down by sex. 
Intensity 
Fathers who rated themselves as more intense with positive expressiveness received 
lower modal intensity ratings for humor and disgust toward subject children. (See Table 
23, page 76.) Their peak intensity ratings were higher for questioning, humor, and happy 
affect toward mothers, and lower for disgust Peak ratings were higher for anger toward 
children. Fathers rating themselves as more intense with negative expressiveness received 
lower modal intensity ratings for surprise and peak intensity of humor toward children, 
and higher peak intensity of surprise, negative affect and disgust. They had higher modal 
and peak ratings of disgust, and lower peak ratings of surprise toward mothers. 
Mothers who rated themselves as being more intense with positive expressiveness 
received lower modal intensity ratings of surprise toward children and disgust toward 
fathers, and lower peak intensity of negative affect toward children. Mothers who 
described themselves as more intense with negative expressiveness received higher modal 
and peak intensity ratings for low-level negative affect and peak intensity of disgust 
toward fathers. 
Mothers who were rated by spouse as more intense with positive expressiveness 
showed lower modal and peak intensity of surprise toward children, surprise toward 
fathers, and disgust toward children and fathers (modal only). Mothers rated as more 
intense with negative expressiveness received higher modal ratings for disgust toward 
fathers, and lower modal ratings of surprise toward fathers. They were rated as showing 
higher peak intensity of negative affect toward children and fathers, and surprise toward 
children. They had lower peak ratings for surprise toward fathers. 
,, 
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Table 23. Correlations Between Intensity of Parent Expressiveness 
and Modal and Peak Intensity of Observed Affect 
Modal Intensity Peak Intensity 
Expressiveness 
Positive Negative Th1l!! Positive Negative Total 
Fath!<r-Child 
Question 
Humor -35* -33+ -35+ 
Surprise -.51 .58 39 
Happy 33+ Negative 
Anger .83 .73 
Disgust -.99** .68 
fl!th!<r-Mother 
Question 31* 34* 33* 33* 
Humor .45** .43** 
Surprise .54 .51 -.48 
Happy .42** .43** 
Negative 
Anger 
.88* -.61 .97** .88** Disgust -.61 .97** 
Positive Negative Totl!l Positive Negative Total 
Mother-Child 
Question 
Humor 
Surprise -.57 -.53 
-.46 
Happy 
-.32+ Negative 
Anger 
Disgust 
Moth!<r·fl!lh!<[ 
Question 
Humor 
Surprise 
Happy 
.46+ 31 .39 Negative 
Anger 
-.43 .67 Disgust -.60 
+p<.lO, *p < .05, • •p < .01 
l 
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Clarity 
Fathers who reported better clarity of positive expressiveness received lower 
observational ratings of the clarity of surprise toward mothers. (See Table 24, page 78.) 
Fathers reporting better clarity of negative expressiveness received higher clarity ratings 
for disgust affect toward mothers and lower clarity ratings of surprise. 
Mothers who reported better clarity of positive expressiveness received higher 
clarity ratings for anger expressed toward fathers. Mothers reporting better clarity of 
negative expressiveness received higher clarity ratings for questioning toward fathers and 
disgust toward children and fathers. 
Mothers who were rated by spouse as having higher clarity of positive 
expressiveness received higher clarity ratings for questioning and humor toward children, 
and lower ratings for surprise, and disgust It related to higher clarity of surprise toward 
fathers. Mothers rated as being high in clarity of negative expressiveness were rated as 
being more clear with surprise, low-level negative, and disgust affect toward fathers. 
While these results are limited, due to theoretical and measurement issues 
discussed above, they do suggest that it may be possible to validate parent expressiveness 
ratings of intensity and clarity through observation of affect exchanges between family 
members. 
Table 24. Correlations Between Clarity of Parent Expressiveness 
and Clarity of Observed Affect 
Expressiveness 
Positive Negative Total Positive Negative Total 
Ei!lh!:r-Chil!l 
Question 
Humor 
Care 
Surprise 
Happy 
Negative 
Anger 
Disgust 
Eatb!:r-Moth!:r 
Question 
Humor 
Care .99** .88 .97* 
Surprise -.43 -.67+ -.55 
Happy 
Negative 
Anger 
.61 .51 Disgust 
Positive Negative Total Positive Negative Total 
Mother-Child 
.41** Question 
Humor .32+ 
Care -.44+ -.31 -.45* -.39+ 
Surprise .54 -.61 
Happy 
Negative 
Anger 
.51 -.78* -.70+ Disgust 
Moth!:r·Ei!lh!:[ 
Question .32* 
Humor 
Care 
Surprise .53 
.46 
Happy 
.37 
Negative .32 
Anger 
.61 .79+ Disgust 
+p< .10, •p <.OS, ••p< .01 
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DISCUSSION 
The present study examined the role of specific affect expressed in the family 
interactions of kindergarten children, and its relationship to children's skills with peers 
outside of the family system. Previous studies have looked at global measures of family 
affect, through observations of parent-child play interactions and by parent self-report of 
emotional expressiveness, to determine emotional components which might be important 
to children's social development. For the purpose of this study, the concept of family 
expressiveness was expanded beyond frequency and polarity of affect (i.e., positivity, 
negativity}, to include dimensions of intensity, clarity, other-directedness, and social 
appropriateness. 
Important information regarding parent emotional expressiveness was obtained 
through this study. First, observational measures validated the concept of positive 
expressiveness and clarified questions regarding negative expressiveness. Second, the 
addition of intensity and clarity ratings of expressiveness was found to add to the 
prediction of children's social status and social competence with peers. Third, both 
expressiveness and specific affect were shown to be meaningful predictors of children's 
social competence. Fourth, the use of both self- and spouse ratings of parent 
expressiveness highlighted agreement regarding the frequency, intensity, and clarity of 
positive and total expressiveness and of mothers' negative expressiveness. 
Observations of specific affect were shown to contribute useful information 
regarding children's social status. The importance of affective contributions from both 
parents was highlighted in noting that some types of affect can be beneficial when 
coming from one parent and detrimental when coming from the other. Similarly, boys 
and girls were found to respond differently to some types of parent affect. Parent-child 
affect was shown to be more predictive of children's sociometric ratings, while parent-
parent affect was strongly related to specific classroom behaviors. 
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The following discussion is organized into five major areas. First, statistical 
considerations in interpreting the data will be addressed, including issues regarding the 
relatively large number of correlational analyses and of interpreting the strength of the 
findings. Second, the findings on the expressiveness measures, including the relationship 
to observed affect, the effects of adding intensity and clarity dimensions, and the 
contributions of self and spouse perspectives, will be discussed. Third, the observation 
of specific affect will be contrasted with previous reliance on global measures of affect 
Connections will be made to sociometric ratings and teacher ratings of child behavior, 
with commentary on sex differences in the effects of some types of parent-child affect, 
and emphasis on the importance of both parent-child and parent-parent affect on child 
behavior. Fourth, the issue of generalizability between laboratory and naturalistic 
observation of parent-child affect will be discussed. Fifth, limitations of the current study 
will be reviewed and suggestions made for remediating these shortcomings in future 
studies. Finally, proposals for the direction of future research on family emotional 
expressiveness will be offered, including clinical application of these findings. 
Data Interpretation 
The significance levels of the preceding analyses should be viewed with caution, 
due to the large number of correlations which were run between the variables. In 
discussing the results, efforts will be made to focus on consistent patterns of results, and 
on those patterns which are congruent with prior research and predictions. Novel and 
inconsistent patterns will be treated with some level of skepticism, and possible 
explanations for these discrepancies will be discussed. 
Magnitude of the effects 
The magnitude of the correlations found in this study have been primarily in the 
.3-.5 range for relationships between parent expressiveness, observed affect, and 
sociometric measures. Snarey (1993), in discussing the issue of meaningful proportions 
of the variance accounted for in social science research, refers to Cohen's (1977) 
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operational definitions of "small, • "medium,• and "large" effect sizes, expressed in terms 
of I· By such definitions, the relationships reported in the .3-.5 range would be 
considered to be "medium" effects, and those above .5 to be "large." Such judgments 
would, of course, be relative to those results found in similar projects. 
The parent-child play interaction literature reports correlations between mothers' 
affect ratings and children's social competence in the medium range of effects (e.g., 
Parke, et a!., 1988; r=.3-.5). The major studies cited in the encoding-decoding literature 
reviewed earlier reported correlations with children's social status in the medium range 
(e.g., Beitel & Parke, 1985; r=.15-.27). Likewise, Cassidy et aL (1992) found 
relationships between parent and child expressiveness to be in the medium (r=.27-53) 
range, between parent expressiveness and teacher ratings to be in the medium (r=.27-.52) 
range, and between expressiveness and child status to be in the medium to large (r= 27-
.66) range of effects. Thus, the significant effects found in the current study may be 
considered to be "medium" effects and are comparable to related research. They are also 
reasonable effects considering both the limited sample of family behavior obtained in one 
home visit and additional variables which can be expected to influence children's social 
behavior (e.g., cognitive styles, physical behaviors, peer and teacher factors). 
Validity of the effects 
Due to the relatively large number of correlations which were calculated, and the 
exploratory nature of portions of this study, it is important to note that the validity of 
the results is supported in several ways. First, the patterns of the results are quite 
similar to those found by other researchers. For example, findings regarding parent-
parent exchanges of negative affect are consistent with those noted by Gottman and his 
colleagues (e.g., Katz & Gottman, 1993). Patterns of results linking parent-to-child affect 
to ratings of child behavior are similar to Patterson's observations (e.g., Patterson, 19xx). 
Additional examples are noted elsewhere in this section. 
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Second, the results are generally consistent with the hypotheses presented at the 
beginning of this paper. Care has been taken to interpret the data in terms of prior 
research, and data which was inconsistent or atheoretical was regarded with caution. 
Third, the results are convergent and demonstrate consistency across the various analyses. 
Cohesive patterns of results are found by sex, for children and for parents. For example, 
parent reports of self· and spouse behavior are consistent with each other and are 
supported by the observational data. Peer and teacher assessments of children's social 
status and school behaviors are similar, and are related in comparable ways to measures 
of family expressiveness and observed family affect Fourth, the data are robust. 
Correlations were generally in the "medium" range and are comparable to results 
reported in similar studies in the literature (see above section), with a small number of 
"large" effects. Regression formulas also had adjusted R2 values in the "medium" range 
of effects, with p-values less than .01. 
Finally, it is evident that the number of significant effects found in this data set 
is above the level expected by chance. For example on Table 4, which shows 
correlations between parent FEQ and child sociometric rating, the number of significant 
effects expected by chance with alpha at .05 would be 2.7, and the actual number was 
10. The number of actual significant results outweighs the number expected by chance 
on the majority of the tables, and is one and a half times greater than chance for the 
data a whole (excluding Tables 1 and 2, which address intercorrelations of the 
sociometric measures). 
Family Emotional Expressiveness 
In this section, main points are discussed regarding findings in four areas: (a) the 
relationship between questionnaire measures of family expressiveness and observations 
of specific affect, (b) the addition of intensity and clarity dimensions in assessing 
expressiveness, (c) the prediction of children's social status from expressiveness measures 
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and observations of specific affect, and (d) the contributions of both self- and spouse 
ratings of parent expressiveness. 
Relationships Between Expressiveness and Observed Affect 
The use of both self-report measures of emotional expressiveness and observations 
of parent affect expression has contributed to a better understanding of the expressive 
home environment and addressed questions regarding the validity of the expressiveness 
concept. While positive expressiveness was predicted by observed affect in logical ways, 
difficulties with the validity of the negative expressiveness measure were noted. 
Fathers' expressiveness was found to be characterized by attentive affect (ie., 
questioning and neutral affect), while mothers' expressiveness was characterized by 
polarized affect. Nearly half of the variance in fathers' positive expressiveness was 
accounted for by the frequency of fathers' questions toward sons and spouse. No 
predictive relationships were found between affect and fathers' reported negative 
expressiveness, or between specific affect and positive expressiveness for fathers of girls. 
Similarly, fathers' questioning affect toward mothers was a significant predictor of fathers' 
expressiveness as rated by spouse. Mothers' ratings of fathers' expressiveness were also 
related to fathers' use of humor and of negative affect toward girls. 
Significant relationships between mothers' positive expressiveness and specific affect 
were found only for mothers of boys, where nearly half of the variance was accounted 
for by mothers' negative and happy affect toward sons and anger toward fathers. 
Negative affect toward fathers of girls was predictive of mothers' reported negative 
expressiveness. When fathers rated mothers' expressiveness, polarized affect was again 
predictive. However, only the relationship between disgust toward fathers of girls and 
mothers' positive expressiveness accounted for a meaningful share of the variance. 
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Mother and father self-ratings of expressiveness were fairly evenly characterized 
by affect toward both spouse and child. Mothers' ratings of fathers' expressiveness were 
predicted by father-to-mother affect for boys and for total children, while ratings of 
fathers of girls were predicted by father-to-daughter affect. This would suggest that 
mothers are most influenced by affect which has been directed at them specifically, or 
to their same sex child, i.e., daughters. Fathers' ratings of mothers' positive 
expressiveness were predicted by mother-to-father affect for girls and for total children, 
while ratings of mothers of boys were predicted by mother-to-son affect (showing a 
similar gender-related pattern to that seen with mothers). However, fathers' ratings of 
mothers' negative expressiveness were predicted solely by mother-to-child affect, with no 
affect predictors for mothers of boys. It was noted that both parents' ratings of spouse 
expressiveness are related to humor toward children, one of the more obvious displays 
of affect. 
Though perhaps somewhat difficult to follow descriptively, these results point to 
some interesting patterns in terms of parent awareness of spousal affect. First, it suggests 
that when rating expressiveness of spouse, parents are responding primarily to affect 
directed at themselves and to a lesser extent to same-sex children. This raises questions 
about parent awareness of spouse affect across contexts, but also about the extent to 
which parents actually observe each other interacting with their children. It may also 
comment on a lack of awareness of spouse interactions with spouse-sex child. Second, 
the consistent lack of predictive affect associated with ratings of negative expressiveness 
reinforces questions as to what the FEQ negative subscale is actually measuring. 
Intensity and Clarity of Expressiveness 
The inclusion of the intensity and clarity dimensions in administering the 
Halberstadt FEQ provided additional information predicting to children's social 
competence for fathers' ratings of their expressiveness, but not for mothers' ratings. This 
additional increment of predictiveness was not found when mothers rated fathers' 
I 
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expressiveness, suggesting that intensity and clarity may be 
frequency ratings of fathers' expressive behaviors. 
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incorporated in mothers' 
Intensity. The predictiveness of fathers' expressiveness ratings to children's 
sociometric ratings was improved by the addition of the intensity ratings. When mothers' 
rated fathers' expressiveness, addition of intensity ratings did not account for additional 
variance. It was suggested that mothers may incorporate intensity into their frequency 
ratings of fathers' expressiveness. While mothers' self-reports of the frequency and 
intensity of their own expressive behaviors were not significant, fathers' ratings of mothers 
did not show this sensitivity to intensity, though they were influenced by mothers' clarity 
of expression. 
It appears that women may be more sensitive to intensity in their assessment of 
affective expression in their partners, and that information about intensity can be useful 
in predicting children's social competence. Alternatively, perhaps they are insensitive to 
intensity as a distinct dimension of expression. Is there any evidence that women have 
a lower threshold of sensitivity at which intensity becomes an important factor in their 
perceptions of their partner's emotional expressiveness? Men and women may have 
differing criteria for the level at which intensity is a factor in the perception of expressive 
affect, though whether that is biologically or culturally determined may be difficult to 
ascertain. 
One structural explanation of these gender differences might have to do with 
traditionally dominant and submissive roles for men and women in marital and parenting 
relationships. If a woman perceives herself as having less power in the relationship, it 
is to her advantage to be more acutely aware of subtle differences in the intensity of her 
partner's affect, as a way of anticipating his future behavior. Men may be more sensitive 
to levels of intensity when they are in more subordinate positions themselves. For 
example, if asked to rate the expressiveness of a boss at work, they may be more 
motivated to be aware of intensity cues. Differences in mother and father awareness of 
intensity and clarity variables might also be examined by looking at couples who vary 
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along dimensions of perceived educational, financial, and emotional power in the 
relationship. In a recent study, Grossman and Wood (1993) found that women reported 
experiencing greater emotional intensity than men, and demonstrated greater intensity of 
physiological facial responses to negative stimuli. When expectations for responsiveness 
were experimentally manipulated, no sex differences in the intensity of emotion self-
reports were obtained, and women's physiological activity was reduced The authors 
suggested that intensity differences may be socially induced rather than biologically 
determined. 
If differences in awareness of intensity and clarity are due to structural factors 
rather than to gender differences, this would suggest that there is a plasticity about these 
differences, that there is the possibility of change in men's and women's awareness of 
these factors in their partners. It would also suggest that boys and girls can be taught 
to be more or less sensitive to these variables, as well. 
Clarity. Mothers and fathers are in high agreement about fathers' clarity of 
expression, while there is no agreement between them about mothers' clarity. Ratings 
of fathers' clarity do not add predictive information beyond that contributed by intensity. 
Ratings of mothers' clarity, by both mothers and fathers, may add more information; 
however, the levels of predictability are statistically insignificant 
Clarity of parental affect is strongly related to the absence of negative cbild 
behaviors at school. This finding is similar to the results obtained from the encoding-
decoding literature which suggested that children whose parents are better senders of 
affect (i.e., encode affect more clearly) are better liked by peers. It may be that children 
whose parents are more clear with affect learn to send more clear affect messages 
themselves, making them easier for peers to "read." Or it may be that children who do 
not communicate their intent as clearly become more frustrated with the feedback they 
receive from peers and demonstrate more aggressive and disruptive behaviors in response. 
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Prediction of Children's Social Competence 
Both parental expressiveness and observed parental affect were found to be 
meaningful predictors of children's sociometric ratings. For total subjects, the single best 
predictor of sociometric rating was the intensity of fathers' positive expressiveness. The 
intensity of the same-sex parent's positive expressiveness proved to be a better single 
predictor of children's sociometric status than any single affect, when the data were 
examined by sex. However, combinations of specific affect were found to account for 
more of the variance than intensity of positive expressiveness alone. 
The relationships found in this study between family expressiveness, as measured 
by the Halberstadt FEQ, and kindergarten students's social status are not as inclusive as 
those found by Cassidy et al. ( 1992) in their study of preschool children. In the current 
project, significant relationships were found between fathers' positive and total 
expressiveness and sociometric ratings for all children, and between positive 
expressiveness and rating for boys, similar to previous results. However, no significant 
relationships were found between mothers' self-ratings of expressiveness and children's 
sociometric ratings. Additionally, neither parent's ratings of their negative expressiveness 
were significantly associated with sociometric rating. 
Self- and Spouse Perspectives on Expressiveness 
There is a moderate level of agreement between self- and spouse reports regarding 
the frequency, intensity and clarity of parents' positive and total expressiveness, and 
regarding the frequency and intensity of mothers' negative expressiveness. Parents are 
in high agreement regarding the clarity of fathers' positive, negative and total 
expressiveness, with no agreement concerning mothers' clarity. 
Negative Expressiveness. Mothers and fathers agree fairly well on levels of 
mothers' negative expressiveness (p<.Ol), but do not significantly agree on fathers' 
negative expressiveness. This may suggest that fathers have more difficulty recognizing 
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or acknowledging their own negative expressiveness, or possibly that men and women 
have less clear ideas about what is negative for a man than what is negative for a 
woman. 
It appears that mothers are more objective about fathers' negativity than are 
fathers, and more realistic about their own negative expression. The lack of agreement 
regarding mothers' clarity suggests that fathers may have a difficult time reading mothers' 
expressions, or that mothers may be overly confident about their sending ability. This 
would be consistent with marital studies suggesting that wives experience more frustration 
with husbands for not being sensitive to their feelings, as fathers may feel that mothers' 
affect is difficult to interpret and mothers may expect that they are making their feelings 
known. 
Mothers and fathers appear to have differing thresholds for their perceptions of 
intensity of negative affect. Mothers may be sensitive to expressions of negative affect 
at lower levels than are fathers, leading them to rate fathers as expressing more negative 
affect than fathers perceive themselves to be feeling or showing. 
Although the items in the FEQ negative expressiveness subscale have been shown 
to be internally reliable (Cassidy et a!., 1992), they nonetheless address a more 
heterogeneous pool of potential behaviors than the single concept of conflict. We have 
shown that at least for mothers, negative expressiveness significantly correlated with 
specific affect, though not necessarily in the predicted direction. It was negatively related 
to mothers' happy and humorous affect, and positively related to low-level negative affect 
toward spouse. However, it also correlated negatively with angry affect toward children 
and in inconsistent ways with other affect ( eg., questioning. surprise, anger toward 
spouse). Thus, it is not clear exactly what this subscale is measuring. 
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Spouse Ratings and Sex of Child 
Spouse ratings correlated more strongly with the sociometric ratings and social 
behaviors of opposite-sex children. In other words, fathers' ratings of mother 
expressiveness correlated more strongly with peer and teacher ratings of boys, while 
mothers' ratings of fathers' expressiveness were more strongly related to girls' ratings at 
school. There are several possible explanations for this pattern of relationships. It may 
be that these same-sex patterns represent biological sex differences in male-female 
emotion skills. Thus, when mother rates father's expressiveness, she is responding to a 
set of perceptions similar to the way her daughter might respond, whose behaviors result 
in a particular reaction from peers and teachers. Perhaps biology does not play a 
significant role, and the differences reflect socialized expectations and responses to male 
and female behaviors. In this way, mother and daughter again perceive father's behavior 
in similar ways, but do so based on learned responses rather than biological reactions. 
For these kindergarten-aged children, emotional identification with the same-sex parent 
can be expected to be a significant factor in normative development An alternative 
hypothesis might be that an internal need for identity prompts the child to model 
emotional responses of the same sex parent. 
Summary 
To summarize this portion of the discussion, the understanding of parent emotional 
expressiveness was enhanced through this study. First, observational measures validated 
the concept of positive expressiveness and clarified questions regarding negative 
expressiveness. Second, the addition of intensity and clarity ratings of expressiveness was 
found to add to the prediction of children's social status and social competence with 
school peers beyond ratings of frequency alone. Third, both family emotional 
expressiveness and specific parental affect were shown to predict children's social 
competence. Fourth, the use of both self- and spouse ratings of parent expressiveness 
demonstrated agreement between parents regarding the frequency, intensity, and clarity 
of positive and total expressiveness for both parents and for the negative expressiveness 
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of mothers. Differences in mothers' and fathers' sens1"t1·Vl·ty to t" · nega IVe expressiveness, 
and the use of intensity and clarity measures in evaluating expressiveness were discussed. 
Observations of Specific Affect 
Specific affect was shown to have important connections to children's social status 
and social competence. This section will address issues including: (a) specific vs. global 
ratings of affect, (b) gender specificity of the effects of some types of parent-child affect, 
and (c) the importance of exposure to parent-parent affect on children's social behavior. 
Specific vs. Global Ratings of Affect 
Examination of parental affect expressed toward child and spouse demonstrated 
that the common technique of aggregating positive and negative affect into global scores 
reflecting affective climate may be omitting or confounding useful information. For 
example, mothers' use of low-level negative affect toward sons was found to be positively 
correlated with social status and prosocial behaviors, and negatively correlated with 
aggressive and disruptive behaviors. Mother-to-son anger, however, was found to predict 
to social competence in the opposite way. This suggests that it may be instructive and 
beneficial, at least for boys, to receive some types of low-level negative response, and 
occasionally even anger, to develop appropriate social behaviors. However, when anger 
and disgust are used frequently, it is often non-interactive, doesn't serve an instructive 
purpose, and doesn't give others a chance to respond effectively. Thus, a child exposed 
to higher levels of these types of negative responses may be learning skills which will 
alienate him from the peer group. In a similar manner, affective responses of surprise, 
which may be viewed by many as a positive response, showed mixed results when 
correlated with social competence measures. In fact, it turned out to be the strongest 
affective predictor of sociometric rating, but in the negative direction. 
In the current study, exploratory efforts were made to aggregate various 
combinations of positive and negative affect, based on the literature and on the strength 
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of correlations between affect categories, with poor results. Correlations of the 
aggregated data with other variables (e.g., expressiveness, sociometric rating) were no 
stronger than for the single affect categories, except when including neutral and 
questioning affect, which can be argued to be a separate category altogether. For 
example, father-to-child low-level negative, anger, and disgust affect are all highly 
correlated (.t= .46 to .78, both p<.01) and correlate at different levels with sociometric 
rating (I= -.01; -.34, p < .01; -.25, respectively). Aggregating these three categories 
resulted in a non-significant correlation of -.13 with sociometric rating. It appears that 
even though similar affect categories (e.g., negative, anger, and disgust) may correlate 
with expressiveness and child behaviors in similar ways, and correlate strongly with each 
other, they do not necessarily travel well together. 
Gender-specificitv of Parent-Child Affect 
Specific parental affects appear to have differing effects on boys and on girls. 
Neutral and questioning affect from parents is positively related to boys' popularity and 
social abilities, while for girls, neutral affect from parents has the opposite effect. One 
hypothesis would be that for boys it simply represents attentiveness, and the more 
attention a boy receives, whether it is polarized affect or neutral and questioning, the 
better for the boy. However, for girls, it may represent a deficit. In other words, what 
is important to the girl's social skills is not attention, but specific affect. Girls who 
receive neutral attention are NOT receiving some other affect, while for boys, the 
attentiveness is in addition to other affect. It was noted above that fathers' 
expressiveness measures were predicted by attentive behaviors (neutral and questioning) 
toward sons and spouse, while mothers' expressiveness was predicted by polarized affect 
toward spouse and children. Thus, there is a parallel relationship between fathers and 
sons, and mothers and daughters, in terms of parent expressiveness and parent affect 
predicting to child's sociometric status. 
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Importance of Parent-Parent Affect 
It is important to acknowledge that not only parent-child but parent-parent 
interactions are important. Parent-child affect was more predictive of sociometric rating 
(which showed little association with parent-parent affect), while parent-parent affect was 
strongly related to specific child behaviors rated by classroom teachers. For example, 
parent-parent happy affect predicted positively to teacher ratings of prosocial behavior 
and being liked by peers, and negatively to aggressive and disruptive behaviors. 
Significant relationships were not found between parent-child happy affect and social 
competence with peers. Negative affect and disgust from mothers to fathers positively 
related to boys' aggressive behaviors, and fathers' negative affect toward mothers was 
negatively associated with girls being described as liked by peers. As noted elsewhere, 
mother-to-son negative affect had quite different (i.e., positive) associations with child 
behavior. 
Certainly there is modeling occurring in the home. The child who observes 
positive affect between her parents treats peers well at school. The child who watches 
his parents criticize each other or react with disgust learns to do the same with other 
children. It is also likely that parent-parent affect creates a conditioning environment for 
the child. For example, if a child experiences high levels of negative affect between 
parents, they may begin to develop affective and behavioral reactions to negative affect 
and conflict, such as feeling anxious and helpless. When they are outside of the family, 
such as at school, and other children or adults begin to display affect similar to that 
experienced at home, the child may react with a learned response by feeling anxious, 
helpless, or out of control, which may then lead them to behave differently than a child 
who does not have that learning history. 
Summaa 
In this section, findings related to the observation of specific affect were discussed. 
Concerns were expressed regarding the common practice of aggregating affect into global 
J 
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positive and negative scores. The importance both parents affective contnbutions was 
highlighted in that some types of affect can be beneficial when presented by one parent 
and detrimental when expressed by the other. Similarly, boys and girls were found to 
respond differentially to certain types of negative parental affect. Parent-child affect was 
shown to be more predictive of children's sociometric rating, while parent-parent affect 
was strongly related to specific classroom behaviors. 
Generalizability Between Home and Lab Observations 
The following section will: 1.) address the replication of lab-based findings in the 
naturalistic environment, 2.) compare the use of structured and non-structured 
observations, and 3.) discuss the use of the triadic context for family observations. 
Replication of Previous Findings 
Observations of unstructured parent-child interactions in the home environment 
and the corresponding assessments of children's social status and social competence with 
school peers were found to be similar to previous findings from lab-based and structured 
parent-child activities, arguing for the generalizability of parent-child affect between 
laboratory and naturalistic settings. 
Associations between parent expressiveness and children's social status were 
replicated in the current investigation. As in the study by Cassidy et aL (1992), fathers 
of high-status children rated themselves as more expressive of positive and total affect. 
Parents with higher positive and total expressiveness had children who demonstrated less 
aggressive and disruptive behaviors at school and were seen as more liked and more 
prosocial, while parents with higher negative expressiveness scores had children with the 
opposite behavior patterns. 
The importance of affect clarity in the development of children's social skills was 
found in ratings of parent expressiveness, similar to results reported in the encoding-
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decoding literature. Daly, Abromovitch, & Pliner (1980), and Camras and colleagues 
(1983, 1988), have demonstrated that mothers who produce clear affect have children who 
are better encoders and decoders of affect, suggesting that modeling may be an important 
way in which children learn affect skills. In this study, self- and spouse ratings of 
expressive clarity, using the FEQ, confirmed that parental clarity of affect (positive, 
negative, and total) is strongly associated with prosocial behaviors and being liked by 
peers, and negatively associated with aggressive, disruptive, whiney, and sad behaviors in 
the classroom, especially for girls. 
Support was found for the importance of fathers' parenting style in influencing 
children's social behaviors. Barth and Parke (1993) have reported that fathers who used 
a more indirect or non-directive style with their children bad children who were less 
hostile and more well-behaved. Fathers in the current study who showed more attentive 
affect toward their children and their wives (i.e., neutral and questioning), bad sons who 
were seen as more prosocial and less aggressive. 
Relationships between parental affect and child behaviors were also replicated 
through naturalistic observation. Global measures of positive affect have been found by 
several researchers to be associated with children's social competence (e.g., Burks, 
Carson, & Parke, 1987; MacDonald & Parke, 1984; Putallaz, 1987). In the present study, 
higher levels of happy affect were exchanged between parents of prosocial children, and 
lower levels between parents of aggressive children. Boys whose mothers showed more 
caring and affectionate affect toward fathers were seen as prosocial and better liked by 
peers, while girls who received more caring affect from their mothers were also better 
liked at school. Fathers' low-level negative, anger, and disgust affect toward child and 
spouse were all associated with children's aggression and with dislike by peers, confirming 
Carson's (1993) findings. 
I 
I 
I 
95 
Structured vs. Non-structured Activity 
Previous parent-child observation has taken place in the context of structured and 
free play activity (e.g., Carson, Burks, & Parke, 1987; MacDonald & Parke, 1984) and 
structured non-play activity (e.g., Putallaz, 1987), primarily in laboratory settings. The 
current study was conducted in the natural family environment, with essentially no 
imposed structure on the activities of the fanu1y. The similarity of the findings between 
the family dinner interactions and previous structured activities suggests that general 
characteristics of family affect patterns are consistent and habitual, and can be observed 
in unstructured, ordinary family contexts. 
There has been an implicit argument in the parent-child interaction literature that 
play is a unique context in which to observe parent-child interactions (e.g., MacDonald 
& Parke, 1984). What the structured play activity appears to do is to exaggerate or 
enhance the parent-child interactions so that affective and behavioral characteristics of 
the interchange can be more easily distinguished. This has been extremely important in 
helping to focus research on the salient features of parent-child interaction, but may not 
be necessary for the study of parent-child affect. Nonetheless, the parent-child play 
format remains an important setting for observation of the possible range of intensity and 
clarity of parent-child affect, as well as an optimal situation for measurement of other 
interactional variables. 
Triadic Family Constellation 
Is there something unique about the triadic context for observation of parent-child 
interaction? The observed affect coded in this study is similar to the types of more 
global affect found between high· and low-status children and their parents in structured 
dyadic interactions. Affect described in the marital literature between satisfied and 
dissatisfied couples is similar to the affect observed in this study which related to 
prosocial and aggressive/disruptive child behaviors at school. The observation of the 
child with both parents simultaneously is a distinctive feature of this study, though the 
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significance of this occurrence on the observational data is not known. Results discussed 
in the preceding section would suggest that the child's observation of parent-parent affect 
may be quite important to the development of specific social interactions with peers. 
Questions for further research on family interaction would include: (a) whether parents 
behave differently with each other in the presence of their children, or would 
observations of the marital dyad be just as effective in predicting to children's social 
behaviors?, and (b) are dyadic observations of the child with each parent as predictive 
as viewing the child in the presence of both parents? 
limitations of the Present Study 
Several limitations are noted in interpreting the results of the present study, 
including questions regarding the direction of effects in looking at parent-child behaviors, 
representativeness of the behavior samples, homogeneity of the subject sample, lack of 
child-peer observational data, and difficulties in measuring certain affect categories and 
in rating the intensity and clarity of observed affect. 
First, whenever parent-child interactions are being measured, questions arise 
concerning the direction of effects. Are high-status and low-status children behaving the 
way they do because of the ways in which they are treated by others, or do differences 
in individual characteristics, such as temperament, elicit differing responses from parents 
and peers which subsequently shape their ongoing patterns of interaction? Similarly, do 
the differences found in parent behaviors toward boys and girls have more to do with 
biology or with cultural conditioning? These are questions which cannot be answered by 
this study, but which need to be considered in interpreting the findings of this and other 
studies of family interaction. 
Second, despite remaining in the familiar home situation, being videotaped at 
dinner by strangers remains a novel situation for most families. Considering the 
relatively brief period of observation (mean length of dinner = 22 minutes; range = 8-37 
minutes), it is not clear how representative this fragment of family behavior might be of 
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day-to-day interactions. The direction of the results, and the consistency with previous 
family research, suggests that the samples of behaviors collected in this study have a 
reasonable level of reliability and validity. However, in future studies it may be advisable 
to collect two or more samples of behavior from each family. 
Third, generalizability of the findings is limited by the homogeneity of the subject 
sample. The children and families in this study were white, middle-class, two-parent, and 
midwestern (though it should be noted that parent income and education levels were 
well distributed). Parke and his colleagues (e.g., Carson, 1993) have begun recruiting 
more heterogeneous samples for their current studies of family interaction. 
Fourth, observational measures of children's interactions are needed in social 
situations outside of the family, such as in the classroom, to determine whether the same 
family patterns of interaction are present when children are interacting with non-family 
children and adults. Ideally, a longitudinal study of both family and peer interactions 
would be initiated to address this issue. 
Fifth, measurement difficulties were found with certain categories of affect (e.g., 
care/affection), and with measuring the intensity and clarity of observed affect. Some 
of the difficulty with specific affect codes rested on the rather low frequency of that 
affect occurring during the family dinner. The least frequently-used affect categories 
included care/affection, surprise, and disgust (and no parent affect was coded in the 
categories of whine/pout/cry, sadness, or anxiety/fear). Therefore, some of the 
inconsistency can be attributed to insufficient numbers of observations. However, the 
care/affection code appeared to be problematic beyond just the frequency concern. 
Caring and affection were not consistently correlated with children's social skills 
or popularity in an intuitive way. For example, caring/affectionate affect was correlated 
with sociometric rating only for mother-child affect toward girls. Also, mother-to-father 
caring affect correlated negatively with mothers' positive expressiveness subscore on the 
FEQ. The most likely explanation for this has to do with the way in which caring and 
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attentiveness were coded. This category was used only for overt expressions which were 
beyond the general level of affection presented by the parent, such as use of a pet name 
("Honey," "Sweetheart"), a change in vocal tone, a physical gesture ( eg. patting an arm, 
stroking hair). It may be that these behaviors are ways in which parents consciously tried 
to look nurturing toward their children or spouse, and may or may not have been 
representative of their usual behavior. In other words, they were easier to fake. The 
parent who exhibited an overall warmth and caring toward child or partner might 
therefore score quite low in this category of observed affect. In fact, this was borne out 
by examination of the global affect scores. Mother-to-child warmth and observations of 
caring affect were positively and significantly correlated (r= .39, P,.OS all, .32 boys, .48, 
p < .05 girls). However, mother-to-father correlations and father-to-child/father-to-mother 
correlations were not significant. 
Measurement was also a problem in finding ways to code observed intensity and 
clarity of affect. First of al~ while the absence of affect can be coded as zero frequency, 
affect which is not present carmot be meaningfully scored for intensity or clarity. This 
reduces the number of data points considerably and limits data analysis. Second, 
intensity is confounded with specific category of affect, as some differentiations between 
type of affect are made largely on the basis of intensity. (For example, differences 
between some low-level negative affect and anger, or between low-level happy and 
laughter.) Third, raters tend to make global judgments of intensity which may be based 
on peak intensity (i.e., the strongest episode) even when asked to rate modal intensity, 
and may also be responding to additional factors which skew their perceptions of intensity 
(e.g., overall appealingness of the person, behaviors of other family members). Likewise, 
ratings of clarity tend to be more global than specific. It eventually became evident that 
by having raters make notations about intensity and clarity of each individual occurrence 
of affect, they were able to make more discriminating ratings at the end of the entire 
tape. 
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Future Directions for Research 
Several lines of research are suggested for further exploration of the links between 
family emotional expressiveness and the development of children's social relationships 
outside of the family. First, parents' marital satisfaction is expected to function as a 
mediator of parental affect and expressiveness, and to add to the prediction of children's 
social behaviors with peers. The quality of the marital relationship bas been shown to 
relate to the behavior of parents with their children, and to children's adjustment 
problems and interpersonal behaviors with peers (Grych & Fincham, 1990; Grycb. Seid, 
& Fincham, 1992). Couples in distressed marriages have been found to demonstrate 
higher levels and increased reciprocity of negative affect;interactions become less 
spontaneous and affective behavior less variable (Gottman & Levenson, 1986). Increased 
rates of negative interaction in the marital relationship relate to increased rates of 
negative behaviors in the parent-child relationship, affecting attachment quality, regulation 
of emotional interaction, levels of warmth and resentment toward the child, and amount 
of positive feedback toward the child (e.g., Goldberg & Easterbrooks, 1984). In analyzing 
parent-child conversational exchanges, Kerig, Cowan, & Cowan (1993) found that parents' 
marital quality was related to gender differences in both parent and child behavior. 
Fathers with low marital satisfaction were the most negative toward their daughters. Less 
satisfied mothers were more likely to reciprocate negative affect from their sons, and to 
negate their daughters' assertive behaviors. A longitudinal study by Katz & Gottman 
(1993) found negative marital affect, particularly anger and hostility, to be predictive of 
children's anxiety, withdrawal, and antisocial behaviors three years later. Thus, it is 
expected that the addition of marital satisfaction measures in future research on family 
emotional expressiveness will reveal differences in observed parental affect and reported 
expressiveness related to the level of marital satisfaction, and which will correlate with 
children's social competence outside of the home. 
Future research in the area of family expressiveness will also need to address 
issues including cultural differences in affect use and parental involvement with young 
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children, within-family differences in affect expressed toward sons and daughters, and 
differences between affect exchanges found in intact biological families and in step-
families. One of the most crucial issues for contemporary family research is that of the 
single-parent family. What happens when children are raised by single parents? Does 
the one parent, generally the mother, begin to take on important affective behaviors 
typically provided by the father, or are children systematically missing out on important 
(affective contributions)? What about single-parent families where there are children of 
both sex? We have seen that parental affect which can be beneficial for boys may not 
be optimal for girls, and vice versa. Is the single parent able to successfully shift between 
playing both parenting roles, as well as adapting to each child's needs, or is this taxing 
the skills of even the most attentive parent? 
Another area to be explored is the development of children's cognitive awareness 
of parental expressiveness. As discussed earlier, the original purpose of the Family 
Expressiveness Questionnaire was for adults to evaluate their families of origin. What 
modifications to the measure might be necessary in order for children to begin 
communicating their perceptions of their parents' affect? Would similar relationships be 
found between child reports and self- or spouse ratings of parent expressiveness? Would 
similar gender differences in perception be observed in the reports of boys and girls? 
The developmental course of children's awareness of parental affect appears to be an 
important line of study in understanding emotional connections between children's family 
and peer experiences. 
Finally, applied research must be instituted which would explore the ways in which 
the growing findings in the family interaction, encoding-decoding, and expressiveness 
literatures can be used to help children and families who are at risk for developmental 
problems stemming from deficits in emotion skills. While efforts are currently being 
made to view emotion skill deficits as learning disabilities, and to connect them with 
neurological malfunctioning (e.g., Nowicki & Duke, 1989), the role of the family in 
teaching children how to recognize and use emotional expression, and the importance of 
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addressing remediation on the family level rather than focusing at the child level, must 
be addressed. 
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APPENDIX A. 
Permission Forms 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
FAMILY DINNER STUDY 
Tbis study lavol•es 1 visit to your home bJ members of tbe University of Dliaois 
d-evelopmental psychology research team. Your family will be videotaped during 
dinner, while pbyiag a short game together, and while reading stories togtthu. 
Mother and father wUI complete sets of questionnaires aDd your child will be 
Individually IDtenlewtd usinc brier, standardized measures or -•bulary and 
arithmetic. 
The respoues gil'ea bJ you, your spouse and _JQDT child wDI be kept completely 
ronfidential. Code aumbers. rather thaa aames. will be used for ideatificatioa ou both 
the •ideotapes and the questionnaires. 
Tbe prnetdure wiD be stopped at aay time at the request or either you ur your 
child. 
The lnformatioa gathered from you and from other families WJ11 help as to further 
understand tb.e ways ill whlcb cbildrea denlop their social skills. Your participatioa 
Is greatly appredattd a•d we thank you ror your help. 
I have read the above project description and hJvt agrttd to participate m the reseuch 
projecL I understand that the project wiU be stopped at any lime at the !"'luest of 
either my child or myself. 
child's aame today's date 
RiOtiiffis sicna.~tu::r:oe--------
fiihe~iDature 
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I 
:1 
VIDEO <XlNSENr FORM 
FAMILY DINNER S1UDY 
We would like to ask your permission to show portions of the videotapes we made to 
today for educational purpose&. We would show only shon clips of the tapeS and no 
names would be used. In general, we show clips of seven! children in the same setting to 
demonstrate the range of behavior commonly found at home. 
The settings for which we would like permission to show segments of the tapes include: 
1.) undergraduate classes in psychology or child devetoi>ment 
2.) graduate seminars in psychology or child development 
3.) professional conferences 
4.) small workshops of professionals 
Please indicate your consent by cbecking the appropriate statement below. 
I give pennission to show portions of the tapeS in any of the settings listed 
above. 
1 give permission to show portions of the tapes. only in the settings checked 
below: 
undergraduate classes in psychology or child development 
graduate seminars in psychology or child development 
professional conferenceS 
small workshops of professionals 
I do not want any portion of the tapes shown for educational purposes. 
mother's signature date 
father's signat= 
researcher's signature 
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APPENDIX B. 
Script of Sociometric Procedures 
SOCJOMETRJC PROCEDVRE Wl1H KINDERGARTEN SUBJECTS 
Preparation 
It is usually easiest to sit on the Door in a quiet corner or the 
haUway or in the Ubrary. You wiU need a set of classroom photos, 
taUy sheets, ratings pages (described below) and a box or stickers. 
Greeting the chUd 
[Ask the teacher to start you oft' with your first subject. As each child 
finishes, they can quietly find the next child for you.] 
"Hi, (chUd's name)! I'm • Remember when we came out to take 
everybody's picture a few wee""tSBgo? I brought the pictures today to 
show you, and I'm going to ask you some questions, because I'm trying to 
find out about how kids in your class are friends. 
"Let's sit here on the Door, so we have lots or room to spread out 
the plctiiJ'C$. • 
(As yon get settled, show the child the Ust of names and say:] 
• Sometimes, I am going to write doWD things that you teU me, so 
that I don't forget. • 
[You can also show the child the sticker box and say;] 
"I have a box of stickers that I'm going to set right over here. 
When we're aU done, you can look in the sticker box and pick out one to 
take back with you. • 
Ratings 
"There are a lot or kids In your class and a lot or pictures to 
look at. The first thing we are going to do Is sort them out. • 
[Pick up the red sheet with the happy rue and lots or stan.] 
"I bet there are some kids in your class who are a lot or fun to 
play with, and they're really your good friends. [Cbl!d usually smiles 
or nods.] When we see the pictures orthose kids, lets put their 
pictures over here on this red page with the smiley face. [Set dOWD red 
sheet in front and to the len of the child.] :- · · • : · . ·· · · 
.[Pi~k ~p'tbe biue page ~th the neutral race and a rew stars.] 
"There are probably some other kids who you like to play with 
sometimes, but not as much as your best friends. [Child usnally agrees.] 
We'll put their pictures here on the blue page. • [Set blue sheet dOWDin 
front ofthe child, to the right orthe red sheet.] . 
[Pick up the brown page with the sad face and no stars.] 
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"Th~re might be some kids who aren't very fun to play with, you 
don't like to play with them very much. We'll put their pictures over 
here.' [Set the brown sheet down In front and to the right of the 
child.] 
[Review:] 'So this (touch red sheet) Is for the kids you Uke to 
play with the most, they're your best friends; this (touch blue sheet) 
Is for the kids you like to play with sometimes, but not as much as your 
best friends; and this (touch brown sheet) Is for the kids who aren't 
fun to play with, you don't Uke to play witb them very much.' 
[Pick up the slack of pictures.] 
"Who's this! (Child responds.) Do you like to play with him/her a 
Jot (point to red page), a little bit (point to blue page), or not very 
much (point to brown page)! 
[Child will generally respond. If they only point to the page, ask 
'A little bit (or whatever Is appropriate)?', and walt for them to 
agree/disagrft. Be sure to present all three. choices until you 
are sure that the child understands the concepL If the child 
responds before you present all three choices, back up aud state 
all three, and wait for another response.] 
[Indicate on the tally sheet that a photo bas been placed on the 
red sheet by making a slash to the LEFf or that child's name on 
the tally sheet In the 'Most Liked' column. Indicate placement on 
the broWD sheet with a slash to the LEFf or the name In the 'Least 
Liked' column. If the photo bas been placed on the blue page, 
make no mark.) 
[Go on to next photo, same routine.] 
[Some children will need prompting for every picture, while other 
children will grasp the concept rapidly. Even so, you need to 
remind them or the categories along the way: 'A Jot? Sometimes? 
or not very much? (and point to the pages)') 
[When you get to the child's own picture, they will generally smile 
or say, "That's me!'. Say, 'Let's put you right up here. • and 
place the picture above the smiley race/red page.) 
Nominations 
'Now that we have sorted everybody out, I'm going to ask you some 
questions about being friends. I want you to look carefully at all the 
pictures (slowly move your hand Crom ten to right, pointing to tbe 
pictures.) 
Most liked 
--
'I bet there Is somebody In your class that yon really Ilk~ to play 
with the most someone that Is really your best friend. (Cblld usually 
agrees.) Can you show me who that Is? I' 
[When the child points to the picture, ask them who It Is, then 
take It out and set It aside, or at the top with the child's 
picture, and circle the nominated child's name on the tally 
sheet.] 
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[If the child Indicates that they have more than one best l'rlend, 
say, "That's great! But you need to show me one at a time. • lfthe 
child can't decide, and there are no more than three, you can take 
them aiL If there are more than three, tell them that you need 
to know the three very best l'rlends.] 
[The child should be choosing from photos on the red or blue pages. 
If they choose from the brown (not run to play with) page, say 
"l 'm 1 llttle mixed up! l thought you said that you DONT like to 
play with that person. • It may become obvious why the child bas 
made this error, and you can back up In the proeedure to 
straighten out the problem. If the child continues to give 
strange or Inconsistent responses, indicate this on the tally 
sheet and be sure to notify the project director.] 
[Continue with the •most liked" nominations until there are three:] 
"Cu you show me another best l'rlend that you like to play with a 
lot?" 
~~ 
"Now there might be somebody in your dass that's not very much run 
to play with, you don't like to play with them. Is there anybody like 
that ill your class?" [Circle the name on the tally sheet.] 
[VERY IMPORTANT: If the child does not want to nominate a "'east 
liked" playmate, DON7 pressure them. Say, "Everybody In your 
dass Is fun to play with?" If YES, go on to the next question. 
If NO, then say, "Who's not run to play with?" If they refuse 
again, go on to the next question.] 
[This time, the child's nominations should be coming from the brown 
and the blue pages. If they choose from the red page, inquire 
along the same lines as described above.] 
[Continue with the "'east liked" nominations until there are three, or 
until the child Indicates that there are no others or declines to 
nominate anyone else:] 
"Is there anyone else who's not run to play with?" 
Pro social 
[Be sure that all photos, except for the child's photo, have been 
retumed to the correct pages.] 
"There are some kids who are really good at helping, sharing and 
taking toms. Are there any kids In your class wbo are good at bel pin~ 
sharing and taking toms?" (As you ask the question, move your ban over 
all three pages of pictures, to Indicate that they can choose from the 
entire class.] 
[Continue with tbls procedure until you receive three nominations, and 
drele them on the tally sheet.) 
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Recheck 
(Make sure that all photos, except for the subject child's photo, have 
been returned to the pages.] 
"Now I'm going to go back and ask you the same questions I asked 
before, to make sure that I was listening carefully to what you were 
t~lllng me. You can tell me the same names as before, or you can tell me 
different names It you have changed your mind. OK? (Walt for child to 
nod or agree.)• 
[Occasionally, It becomes obvious that the child thinks they are 
supposed to choose all new faces. At this point, hack up and 
explain again that It Is OK to choose the same ones as before, It 
they want to. U they continue to choose new oues, go ahead and 
score them.) 
• So who Is It that is your best friend, the one jou like to play 
with the most! [Indicate on tally sheet by making a check mark Ia the 
marglu to the RIGIITofthe name.] And show me another best friend. 
(Nomluation) And one more best friend who's fun to play with.• 
•And were there any kids In your class who aren't fun to play with, 
you really don't like to play with them! (nomination) Was there another 
person who you don't like to play with? (nomluation) And was there 
anyone else? (nomination)• 
[Again, remember not to pressure the cblld to make negative 
nominations It they don't want to.) 
• And you told me that there were some kids in your class that are 
really good at helping, sharing and taking turns. Can you show me 
someone who's really good at helping, sharing and taking turns! 
(nomination) Who's another good helper? (nomination) And how about one 
more good helper? (nomination)• 
(Then look at the child and say:] 
"Yon know what? I see another good helper, right HERE!" 
[and pick up their picture from above the smiley face, adding It to the 
pictures or the helpers.] 
Conclusion 
"You have really been a good helper today, because you have helped 
me Jearn more about kids being friends In your class. How about If you 
help me stack up the pictures, and then you can choose a stick~ from my 
sticker box.• [Allow the child to take their time in selecting a sticker 
from the box.] 
[Then choose another name from the Jist, ask the child It that person Is 
In class today, and say:] 
"When we get back to your class, find (next child's name) and 
really quiet, whisper In his/her ear that It Is hlsfher tum, oK?• 
[Walk the child back to class.] "Thanks again for being such a good helper!• 
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Questioning/Puzzled 
APPENDIX C. 
Affect Coding 
Measure 2. Definitions 
AFFECf CODES 
Family Dinner Observations 
Subject wded if Asb SO!IlCihing in question form 
Sounds lil:e question because of rising inflection 
One or both brows rise or pulltogedter in response to 
someone elses statement or behavior 
Verbalization such as "Huh?" or "Hmmm?" 
(usually includes rising inflection) 
Humor!l'ease (+)/Laughing(+) 
Subject wded if Sound of laughter (any intensity), orresaaincd laughter 
such as a snon or brief bum of air being expelled 
Tells joke or funny story 
Affection/Caring 
Positive teasing (shows some sensitivity to receiver's 
response) 
Facial affect usually includes open mouth (u closed. then 
must heat sound). smile, cheeks often rise upward causing 
eyes to squint 
Deliberate physical behavior, such as malting a silly face 
May be slightly sarcastic, but without any negative quality 
This is an uncommon code at dinner. 
Subject coded if 
Excitement/Joy/Surprise 
Use of endearing term. such as Baby, Huney, Sweetie, etC. 
Touches the other in an affectionate way, such as ldss, hug. 
SU'Oldng hair, 
May include other physical gestures. but the quality of the 
gesture is different than would be average for that person 
Distinct change of voice, usually softcrJgentler with more 
sing-song inflection 
If you are tempted to continually code this~ as 
affectionate, then don't • use the global raung form and 
code for high warmth 
Also relatively uncommon for most families at dinner. 
Subject coded if Looks startled gives a sudden response to othet's behavior 
or verbalizatio~ such as abruptly raising head or turning 
toward the person . 
Eyes open wider, brows t;!Se • . . . 
May be accompanied by Oh! or other verbali~t>on which 
is brief, sharp, and louder than _nonnal conversaaon 
Often followed by a laugh or gtggle 
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Affect Codes • page two 
Happy/Low-level positive/Smile 
Subject coded if 
Neutral 
One or both comers of the moulh curve upward (should be 
a change from nonnaJ expression) 
Moulh may open slightly wilh teeth showing 
Eyes may crinkle as cheeks rise 
May be coded for an enthusiastic or heanfelt praise, such 
as. "Good job!, • rhough not every positive comment need 
be coded unless it stands out 
Often has an inclusive quality and evokes a closeness wit:h 
the other 
The most common dinner code. 
Subject coded if Basic facial expression is unchanged. Vocal intensity may 
vw:y, as may the inrensity of the look, however there is not 
really a shift toward positive or negative. 
Includes brief glBnce. as long as the ot:her person is 1101 
engaged in an interaction wilh a third pmon. 
Low-level negative/Disapproval 
Most common negative dinner code. though of low frequency compared 10 above. 
Subject coded if 
Anger/Mad/Hostility 
Subject coded If 
Mouth curves downward - one or bolh comers -
Voice becomes more harsh or disapproving, compand 10 
their regular inflections · 
Verbalizations include criticisms and indicatioos of 
exaspiration (eg. "How many times have l101d you..") 
May include a deliberate stare intended 10 stop another's 
behavior 
Often more abrupt 
U you are tempted to continually code this ~ as 
negative/disapproving. don't· use the global ranng form 
and consider Coldness or Displeasure 
Do 1101 rely on words. al~ Parents. may gM; oommaru!s 
to children without sounding or looking neganve or 
disapproving! 
Oearly on a different level than pevious cate~ 
May be longer in duration .than lo":·level . 
negative/disapproval, and IS more likely 10 be ru:ogniz.ed or 
reacted 10 by ot:hers . 
Speech • volume inereases and uuensifics. May get slower 
and more deliberate or may be an outburst 
Ups may tighten or press togellter, or teeth may be exposed 
Muscles may tighten around the eyes. brows, mouth 
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Affect Codes· page three 
Anger/Mad/Hostility (continued) 
Disgust/Sarcasm(-) 
Subject coded if 
May lean toward the other person 10 emphasize, and you 
may observe the other person 10 move back 
May seem 10 be deliberately ttying to upset or offend the 
other person 
Sarcasm 
Often fairly subtle! 
Verbalization has a deriding or put-down quality 
Words alone will rarely indicate sareasm. You must be 
attuned to the CODICXL 
Underlying message of subject being benc:r lhan pcrson 
· who is put down (may noc always be the partner; for 
example, mom may make a sarcastic n:mad:: about dad's 
boss as he tdls srory about worlc) 
Disgust 
Nostrils ~ upper lip curls or pulls to one side. lower lip 
curves downward, may say, "Eeoowwl" or "Yuk!" 
Whine/Pout/Cry (manipulative) 
Subject coded if Either an obvious disengagement or an excessive in-your-
face type of intcraeti_on . . 
Voice takes on a whiney tone (makes you feel like sending 
them to their room!) 
If crying. has a whiney, manipulative quality, and subject 
tends to be watching others for a response 
Pouting may be shown with lowc:r lip thrust out, brows 
pulled low 10getbc:l' over the eyes, other defiant gestures 
with body 
Sadness/Sorrow/Sad Crying 
A rare code at dinner. 
Subject coded if May include mouth turned down, eyes averted, eyes may be 
temy, face has a flat. sagging look 
If crying, tends 10 withdraw from others, poor eye contaet 
May verbalize that they feel sad or unhappy 
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Affect Codes • page four 
AnxietyfSc:arediTensioniFear/Surprise (·) 
(Not observed in the dinllCf coding) 
Subjec~ coded if Eyes widen. eyes may dart around as person in=ases 
vigilance 
May look "jumpy" or fidgety 
May become excessively chatty or may ~Inn down and just 
watchtheotbers 
Facial muscles may become lense, or oilier muscles may 
tense (such as a tight grip on the silverwan:) 
May hear nervous giggles or laughter or short dUilllion 
If you are unsure aboul an cxpression,ay making !he expression yourself and observe 
how il makes you feet 
If you still can't decide (lncluding !he conversational contexl).ay to narrow il down (eg. 
positive or negative /question) and !hen make your besl guess. If youcan'tdelcrmine 
whelher il is positive or negative, code as neutnl. 
An expression can be eoded wilhoul response from !he other per.;oo. except if th31 person 
is engaged in an intem:tion with a lhini person. 
Double coding • 
An inleraction may be double-coded , bul wilh caution. Questions are freqUCIIdy double-
coded, for example a question may be asked while smiling, laughing, frowning. Do not 
code question and neutral unless there is a distinct period where !he expression is neutral 
aside from the question. Two very similar expressions should nol be~ ~OIC the same 
exchange, such as smiling and laughing, unless the lower-level expresston distincdy 
preceeds or exlends beyond the higher-level expression. 
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Footll7 1 go. _ tope 112 Sabjtet: FotberiMotber/Cillld (with: Fother/Mother/Chlld) Coder: ---- • D•te 
MODAL_ INTENSITY_ --·- ___ __ PEAK INTENSITY _ CLARITY 
Q .. suoalnaf 
Panted 
Hamorfreose (+)/ 
Laaahlaa t +) 
MfeclloDICarlaa 
ExcltemeatiJoy/ 
Sarprlse 
Hoppy/Low-lnel 
posltiYo/Smlle 
Low·le .. l atlatl•el 
dlsappro .. l 
Aoaer/Modl 
Hostility 
Disgust/Sarcasm (•) 
Whine/Pout/Cry 
(Manlpalatl•e) 
Sadness/Sorrow/ 
Sad crylnc 
Anxiety/Scared/ 
Tension/Fur/ 
Surprise (•) 
.................. 
Lo mt<l. High 
................... 
Lo r"\e.d. Hlah 
..................... 
Lo Med. High 
••••••••••••••••• 
Lo ~~. High 
.................. 
Lo tiled• High 
................... 
Lo tl\td• High 
..................... 
Lo rlltd• High 
. . .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . . . .. . . 
Lo l"'le-1. High 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 
Lo mett. High 
.................. 
Lo VV\eol. Hlgb 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Lo Met\. Hlgb 
. ................ . . ................. . 
Lo rntd. High ~..-.~ .... &.'1 
. .................. . . ................ . 
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APPENDIX D. 
Questionnaire Measures 
Measure 1. General Information Form 
family # ----
date 
General Information Form 
1. Your sex: male __ _ female __ _ 
2. Your year of birth----
3. Are you currently married? __ _ Year you were married ____ _ 
4. Number of previous marriages-----
5. Are you the biological parent of this child? • 
If no, how long have you tived in the household with this child? __ _ 
5. Education (circle the highest level of education obtained) 
Grade/High School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 
College 1 2 3 4 Graduate/Professional School 1 2 3 4 4+ 
6. Occupation-----------------
7. Annual family income (circle the appropriate one) 
a. under $9,999 c. $15,00Q-19,999 
b. $10,000·14,999 . 
g. $40,00Q-49,999 
d. $20,000-24,999 
h. $50,000 and above 
B. Number of children----
9. Ages of children 
e. $25,00Q-29, 999 
1 $30,00Q-39,999 
Boys ___ _. ___________ __. ----
Girls ___ __, ___ __, ----------' -----
10. Child's date of birth-----
11. Child care situation 
a. on his/her own 
b. at home with parent 
c. at home with a relative (relationship to your child?-------' 
d. at a relative's (relationship to your child? -------
e. at unrelated adult 
f. after-school program 
g. at a friend's 
h. other (please specify):------------'"-
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Questionnaire Measures 
Measure 2. Dinner Questionnaire 
Dinner Gutstionnairt 
How ofttn art all faaily atebtrs present for dinner? 
O•lx/ottk 5-61/Mtfk every night 
Where do you usually e&t dinntr toqether? 
ki tchtn living roo1 f11ily roo1 other 
ls there a fiatd statinq arranvtaent aost niqhts that your faaily e&ts dinner 
tootthor? yes no 
If yes, pltllt fill in 111ting trranqeeent an di19r•• an next page. 
How long 4oos dinner usu•lly t•ke? 
loss th•n I' oin, 25·35 oin. longor th•n 35 ain. 
Art ther• any special rules for dinntrtiae aboutt 
seatint arrangeeents? 
e•tino togothor? 
1 set dinner hour? 
lo•vinQ tho t•blo? 
re•dinO •t tho t•blo? 
t•klno phone c•lls? 
wotchlno t.v.? 
other? plo•so spocilyl 
------------------·----------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
-----------------------------
How aany nlohts Is tho t.v. on durlno 1 l••lly dinner? 
roroly sooowh•t olton no1rly every niQht 
How olton do you t•lk •t tho dinnor t1blo 1bout •h•t e•ch 
person did during tho d•y? 
nt't'tr rartly obout h l•ook •bout hill tht tlat •Joost •I••Y• 
How typic•l ••• this dinnor tonloht, co•p•red to other nlohts? 
X 
----------·-------------x x---------···x-····-·------ -- soltwhat very euch 
very aoafwhat the •••• t.ht •••• 
4ifloront 4ilforont 
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1·-----------···----------l------------·------------l 
very so•ewh&t 
different different 
Addition&! coooont•• 
"r husbandl•ife's bthivior ••s: 
tht SUI 
very auch 
the uat 
x------------•------------r------------·------------r 
vtry soeewh1t sou•hat ve-ry auch 
different differtnt lht uae the u•• 
Addition&! coooont11 
"Y children's bth&vior w1s: 
x-------------·------------r------------•------------x 
very 
di f hront 
so•e•h&t 
dilferont 
vuy auch 
the •••• 
Typicol stotinv &rronvtotnt ohtn tht oholo faoily din•• tovotner• 
Cpltalt indic&tt ohtrt tach f&oiiY otabor sits, 
puttln9 thtlr noot by tnt location! 
Th&nk you. 
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Questionnaire Measures 
Measure 3. Family Expressiveness Questionnaire 
Parent Expressiveness 
This is a set of questionnaires about expressiveness. We would like to knov 
more about the way that thoughts and feelings are expressed 1n your home. The 
lollowin& questionnaires describe various situations which aay take place in 
y9ur life. For each situation described, we are interested in how frequently (often) 
you express yourself, hov intensely (strongly) you express yourself, and bow 
clearly you expresa yourself. 
To aake it easier for you to focus on each of the three types of rating 
(frequency, int.ensity, clarity) 1 ve have -.ade them into separate questionnaires. 
there will be directions and a sample question for each, beginning vitb the 
frequency rating: 
a. ) frequency 
People vary aa to how often they express themsdves ill different situati.ons. 
late bow frequently you expreso yourself when these 8ituations occur, using 
the followin& acale: 
1 2 
not at all 
frequently 
3 4 5 6 7 8 . 9 
verr 
frequently 
To answer the questionnaire, trY to think about how frequently you 
expreaa youroelf durin& each of tbe followin& situations. Circle a 
number on the rating scale that indicates bow frequently you express 
yourself 111 that aituation. Tbus, if you never or rarely express those 
feel1Dae, circle a 1,2 or 3. If you express those feelings with 1001e 
or IDOderate frequency, circle a 4,5 or 6. And if you express those 
feelinaa very frequently, circle a 7,8 or 9. 
Pleaae do this example: 
Expressing affection in public. 
1 2 3 4 • 6 7 8 9 Very frequently Not at ell frequently • 
i s §iven that a particular event (Note: 5011141 items deal with expresa vendses '•~logia•~• for bein& late." 
hae d F r •¥•-le one itell rea : ...- ...... oceurre • o ----.- ' but that when you are late, you 
lt may be that you are lata veryfra~~y~ itell obould be "very frequently".) 
alwayo apologize. Your responee or • 
j dge However, it 1a blportant to answer 
Some items may be difficult to klu • d boneatly about youraelf. There 
every 1tem. TrY to respond quic Y on 
are ao risht or wrong answere. 
ill be a new acale and instructions 
Following the frequency ratings, there w 
to be uaed for the intensity ratings. 
-
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b.) intensity 
This next questionnaire asks you to think about bow intensely, 
or atrongly, you express yourself in the same situations tbat you 
just rated for frequency. 
People vary in the intensity of their emotional expTessions, compared 
with other people. They may also be quite intense with some expressions 
and not very intense vith other expressions. late bow intensely 
(strongly) you think you express yourself in eacl> situation, 88 
compared to other people you know, using the follow1ng scale: 
1 2 
leas intense 
than .aat people 
3 4 5 6 
about like 
other people 
7 8 9 
more intense 
than 110at people 
To answer the questionnaire, "try to think about how intensely you 
e.xpress youraelf during eacl> of the following situations, as 
compared to ~ people. Circle a number on the rating scale 
that 1ndicatea how intensely you express yourself in that situation. 
Thua • if you think that you expreaa those feelings with about the 
aame intensity u 110at other people, circle a 4,5 or 6. If you 
express thoae feelings 110re intensely than aost other people, circle 
a 7,8 or 9. If you express those feelings less intensely than most 
other people, circle a 1,2 or 3. 
Please do thie example: 
Expressing affection in public. 
Leu 1ntenee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 More intense than others 
Some 1tema ~~ay be difficult to judge. However, it is important to 
anewer every item. Try to respond quickly end honestly about yourself. 
There are uo right or wrong ansvera. 
Following the frequency ratings, there wUl be a 11ew scale and 
1natroct1ona to be uaed for the clarity ratings. 
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c.} clarity 
tbia next questionnaire aska you to think about how clearly you 
express yourself in the same situations that you just rated for 
frequency and intensity. 
All of ua find that we express s011e ....,tiona 1110re clearly than ve 
express others. For each situation, rate how clearly you think you 
express yourself vhen these situations occur, using tbe following 
scale: 
1 
not at all 
clearly 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
wry 
clearly 
To answer this questionnaire. try to think about hov clearly 
you exprua yourself in each of the following situations. Circle 
a number on the rating seale that indicates how clearly you express 
yourself in that situation. Thus, 1f you think that you express 
a feeling with moderate or average clarity, circle a 4,5 or 6. lf 
you express a feeling quite clearly, circle a 7,8 or 9 .. If you 
express a feeling unclearly or not at all, circle a 1,2 oT 3. 
Please do this example: 
Expressing affection in public. 
not at all clearly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very clearly 
Some items may be difficult to judge,hovevu, it is :llllportant to 
answer every ite111. Try to respond quickly and honestly about yourself. 
There are no right or wrong answers. 
Following these self-ratings, there will be a set of frequency, 
intensity and clarity ratings for you to complete about your 
SPOUSE'• expressiveness. Most people find that these go quite quickly 
after having completed the self-ratings. 
Your patience in completing these questionnaires is greatly 
appreciated. 
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FREQUENCY - SEL.V 
Rate bov frequently you express yourself vhen these situations 
occur, using the following scale: 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
1. Showing forgiveness to soaeone who brOke a favorite possession. 
not at all frequently 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
2. Thanking family members for something they have done. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
3. Exclaimtni over a beautiful day. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
4. Expressing contempt for another's actions. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
5. Expressing dissatisfaction with someone else's carelessness~ 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
6. Praising soseone for good work. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
7. Expressing anger at someone else's carelessness~ 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
8. Sulkin& over unfair treatment by a family aember~ 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
9. Blamin& one another for family troubles. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
10. Cry ins after an·· unpleasant disagreement. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
11. Puttina down other people's interests. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
12. Showina diolike for someone. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
-
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13. Seeking appxoval fox an action. 
not at all frequently 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
14. Expressing embarrassment over a stupid mistake. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
15. Going to pieces when tension builds up. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
16. Expressing exhilaration after an unexpected triumph. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 · 1 8 9 very fTequently 
17. Expressing excitement over one's future plans. 
not at all fnquently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
18. Deoonstxating admiration. 
not at all fnquently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
19. Expressing sorrow when a pet dies. 
not at all frequently 1 2 J 4 5 6 1 8 9 very fxequently 
20. Expressin& disappointment over something that dida1 t work out. 
not at all frequently 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
21. Telling someone how nice they look. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
Z2 •. Expressin& sympathy for soeeone's troubles~ 
uot at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
23. Expressing deep love or affection for someone. 
not at all frequently 1 2 J 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
24. Quarnlins with a family member. 
not at all fxequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
25. Crying when someone leaves for a long time. 
not at all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .very fxequently 
26, Spontaneously huggins a family aembex. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
-
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27. Expressing momentary anger over a trivial irritation~ 
not at all frequently 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
28. Expressing con~ern for the success of other family members. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
29. Apologizing for being late. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
30. Offering to do somebody a favor. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
31. Snuggling up to a family .ember. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 very frequently 
32. Crying after a particularly difficult day. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
33. Trying to cheer up someone who is sad. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
34. Telling a family member hov burt you are. 
.not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 verj frequently 
35. Tellin& family members how happy you are. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
36. Threatening someone. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
37. Criticizin& someone for bein& late. 
not at. all frequently 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9 very frequently 
38. Expressing aratitude for a favor. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very frequently 
39. Surprising someone with a little aift or favor. 
not at all frequently I 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 ·very frequently 
40. Saying *'I •11 sorry" when one realizes one was wrong. 
2 3 4 5 6 . 1 8 9 very frequently not at all frequently I 
-
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